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ORIGINAL CIVIL. 


Before Mr Justice C!ic>ndahm]car and Mr Justice Batchelor. 

In re the INDIAN ABBiTBATIOllT ACT, 1899, and In re ABBITEATION 
BETT^EEN THE ATLAS ASbUEANCE company, LIMITED, Am othehs 
AND AHMEBBHOY HABIBBHOY. The ATLAS ASSURANCE COM- 
PANY, LIMITED, AND OTHERS, PETITIONERS, p> AHMEDBHO Y HABIB- 
BHOY, Clabiant and Respondent ^ 

Letters Baient^ 1865 i clause lB—0)dQr of Judge reficsmg to decide ichether 
arhirators me going beyond scope of tJmr authaity — Judgment — Appeal — 
Constmcticn of submission to arhtration — Insurance against fiie -^Liability 
of Company for further loss. 

An Older of a Judge dismissing a petition to levoke a submission to arbitra- 
tion on tbe giound that the arhitratois aie going beyond the scope of the 
reference is a judgment within the meaning of clause 15 of the Letters Patent 
and as such is appealable. Such an order compels a paity to submit to the 
jiuisdiction of aihitratois though he complains that no such jurisdiction exists. 
It decides a question of light, namely, whether or not he is by the term'i of 
reference to arbitration deputed of his right at common law to ha’^o the dispute 
decided m the ordinary way in a Court of law. It goes to jurisdiction and is 
not pas'jed as an exercise of discietion. 

Ber Chanda VAREAE, J, . — ^When a submission to arbitration is being con- 
strued, a cai'dinal piinciple to be applied is that by a submission to arbitiation 
a party deprives huns^lf of the light at common law to have the dispute to 
which the submission relates decided by a Court of law. It must therefore 
appear clearly from the terms of the submission that with reference to any 
point the party has so deprived himself. 


1908. 

Lecei/nber 7. 
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The loss OX' damage by fire which is insured against in a policy of iiisiiraiic« 
cannot include loss caused by detex'ioiatioii of the property iiisiired consequen^ 
on neglect (if any) of the Insurance Companies to take care of it if they hav^ 
taken possession, A loss so caused is not iin inevitable or diioct ootifecq^^inee o: 
the mischief by fiie. It is only where mischief aiibcs from hie (m fire iiisnr 
ancG cases) and from perils of the sea (in. marine insurance oases) ant! tin 
natural and almost inevitable consequence of that miscliiof Is to create furthe: 
mischievous results that uuderwi iters become responsible for the fuithe; 
mischief so incurred. 


Montoyo^ T* Zondon Assmame OomfamjO-) referred to. 

The fact that a petition by nineteen cliffeienfc Companies was not signed h 
aE the nineteen Companies, and that the appeal fiom the order of tho .Imlg 
dismissing the petition was by but one of the nineteen Companies, and the othe 
Companies were not parties to it, would have required serious consideration if th 
Couithad to revoke the submission to aibitration but w'ben the ouler wMeii tli 
Court passes is only an intimation to the arbitrators of its opinion on the qiiostioi 
of their juxlsdiction it is immateiial whether all or some of tho Companies an 
formally parties to the proceedings in appeal. 

As to the objection that, even so fai as the petition is by one Company, it i 
signed by one of its officers without any authorisalion as required b} liw, th 
defect is a mere iiregnlarity which can be cnied, if iiecessuy, by the Compan-^ 
putting in a power of attorney showing the authoiity given to a sign itoiy. 

Batcheioe, J* Tho loss insured against is limited to the los^ by Ori 
(which includes the loss by water in extinguishing the fire) and cannot con 
veniently embrace all possible damages, however remote, which *GuId In 
ingenuity he traced up to some connection with the dro as the ultima! a 
dne gua non* It is impossible to hold that damages aiisiiig fiom the allegci 
negligence of Insurance Companies nhile in possession are properly tiaimabh 
in pursuance of the contract of insurance, for wheieas this contiact refeis onl^ 
to loss by fire, those damages w ould arise from an oiigin totally diifci out anci 
wholly distinct and separable fiom the fire, namely, a neglect of some dut^ 
imposed on the companies after the loss by file or water had become a* 
accomplished fact. 

Appeal from an order of Davar, J., dated the SSrd January 


The respondent, Mr. Ahmedbhoy Habibblioy, was the owner of 
certain premiaes situate at Forgusson Road, wherein previous to 
October 1906 there was a mill known as the Victory Mills ; this 
property was insured with 19 Insurance Companies for variops 

W (1851) 6 Ex. 451 at p. 458, 


•» 
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amounts against loss or damage by fire. On the 14th of October 
1906, there was a fire on the mill premises and loss and damage 
was caused to the property insured. The respondent made 
his claims against the Companies. By nineteen different agree- 
ments made by each of the Companies on the one part and Mr. 
Ahmedbboy on the other part the matters were referred to the 
arbitration of Mr. Armstrong and Mr. Dwarkadas Dharamsey. 
The arbitration proceedings having reached a certain stage a 
difference of opinion arose as to the admissibility of certain 
evidence tendered by the respondent. After a very elaborate 
argument before them, the arbitrators decided to admit the 
evidence. Their decision ran as follows : — 

Without in any way deciding* the question as to whether or not, any, and 
if so, what, consequential damage could be awarded to the claimant under the 
contrict of assurance wo hold that evidence of the iiatiuo offered to he produc- 
ed on behalf of the claimant and objected to by Mr. Chamier on behalf of the 
Companies is allowable for the puiposes of the subject matter of the reference. 
We think that it is open to the claimant to contend that tinder the Policy the 
Companies did take pos«iession and they w’ere bound to protect and clean the 
machinery.” 

On this decision being given the Companies presented the pre* 
sent petition wherein amongst other things they prayed that 
they might be allowed leave to revoke the submission to arbitra- 
tion and in the alternative they prayed that : — - 

** In the event of Your Lordship being satisfied that the arbitrators will 
comply with Your Lordship’s directions and ruling as to tbo proper course to 
be pursued, Your Lordship will rule that the arbitrators had acted wrongly in 
law and have intimated their intention to act in future and have erred in the 
manner complained of in paragraphs 21, 22, 2B hereof, that roui* Lordship 
wiE rule and direct the arbitrators as to the course that it is their duty to take 
and pass no further order on this petition beyond intimating to the arbitrator 
^ that they should order the said ^hmedblioy Habibbhoy to pay ail costs of 
proceedings before them caused by and incidental to the attempt made on behalf 
of the said Ahmedbhoy Habibbhoy to adduce the sdd evidence and of the 
objection thereto and of this petition which was necessitated thereby.’* 

Mr. Justice Davar dismissed the petition with costs. 

Against this order one of the petitioners, the Bombay Fire 
and Marine Insurance Company, filed an appeal on the following 
grounds 
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(1) That the learned Judge erred in mot complying with cne or other of the 
prayers of the petition. (2) That the learned Judge eiied in declining to com- 
ply mth the alternative prayer in the petition on the groiiml th it he had no 
power to enfoice his r ding or diiections if the aihlirators should not oSoose to 
follow or obey them. (S) That the learned Judge entd in icfiainiiigftoiii 
expressing any opinion on the meiits of the question laised before hlni by 
the petitioners 

Stimgmm, Advocate-General, witli him Chamier, for the 
appellant. 

lumrarily {with him Lmndei) for the respondent raised a 
preliminary objection that no appeal lay. The arbitrators have 
up to this moment decided nothing, they only say we are entitled 
to contend what we do. We say they are liable not only for 
damage at the actual moment the fire occurred but also for tbeir 
not taking care of the machinery after the fire when and after 
they took possession. We want to show that the damage now is 
a good deal greater than it was when they first took possession. 
We say that as the arbitrators decided nothing and as the Court 
below was asked either to revoke the lefeieiice or to express 
an opinion and refused to do either, there is not a judgment ; 
nor is there a decree and therefore no appeal lies. Our next 
objection is that only one of nineteen appellants have appealed. 
The other eighteen have not been joined as respondents. The 
appellant therefore cannot appeal on behalf of those eighteen. 


Shmgmm .'—This argument is based on a fallacy, namely, that 
the arbitrators decided nothing. 

[ Ohandavaekar, J. : — Mr. Inverarity says that the arbitra- 
tion Act gives the judge a discretion, that he has exercised that, 
and that we cannot interfere.] 

Strmgman It is necessary to go into the facts before one can 
appreciate what our position is. The respondent insured with 
nineteen different Companies in respect of the Victory Mills. 
Ob the 14tb October 1906 a fire took place. A claim was made 
and assessors were appointed, one by each of the parties. In 
February 1907 the assessors made a joint report, Ahmedbhoy was 
dissatisfied, there was an agreement to refer to arbitration on 
28th May 1907. The proceedings commenced and before the 
arbitrators it was contended that the Companies entered into 
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possession and subsequent to possession there was great loss and 
damage, it was contended that the aibitraioris were to decide not 
only |he loss caused by the fire but all subsequent loss and 
damage including loss due to want o£ cleaning. This w^as stre- 
nuously argued and the arbitrators gave their decision. What does 
this decision mean ? They say that they propose to find that if 
the Companies did take possession they would make the Com- 
panies liable for the damage caused by the neglect to clean. 
When we look at the reference we see that it does not con- 
template anything of the sort. 

[ GhanbavaekaBj, J. Your argument comes to this that tlio 
moment the arbitrators say that it is open to contend they admit 
that the point is within the reference.] 
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Siffingnimi :< — Exactly that : see clauses 10, 11, 17 of the Policy 
of the Geneial Accident Insurance Company and see the refer- 
ence, damage under the policy is damage duo to the fire, 
at the time the fiie occurred and was extinguished. An attempt 
was made to extend the scope of the reference. There is a good 
deal of correspondence which shows what our attitude has been. 
We do not say that Ahmedbhoy has not got a right of action 
against the Company, but that this reference has nothing to do 
with it. Loss and damage intended to be referred to was simply 
loss and damage caused by fire and nothing more. Ahmedbhoy 
tried to widen the scope of the referenceiand that is what we 
objected to. 


[Batchelob, X : — ^There might be a doubt in the minds 
of the arbitrators as to whether there was not a difiference 
between consequential loss and damage due to neglect in 
cleaning.] 

* SkcaigfMm t — I take my stand on the last sentence of the arbi- 
trators^ decision. There is no damage contemplated under clause 
11 of the policy. Supposing a mill insured for one lac and worth 
eight lacs. Eire causes loss of one lac and over. The Company 
goes into possession and is guilty of gross neglect so as to cause 
loss of two or three lacs. The reference could not go beyond one 
lac because that is all that is covered by the policy# See Indian 
Arbitraticpa Act, section 5. 
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[Ohanbavaekab, J. -—Davar, X, says that the only thing befoie 
his mind was the complaint that there was an improper reception 
of evidence*] ^ 

Simngman — We say the learned Judge did not grasp the point 
He says the arbitrators decided nothing. That is the falJac}^ 

[Batchelob^ J. What is the right that is denied to yon ? ] 

Siiangmm /—The right to revoke the submission. See EaH v. 

Our case is much stronger than this. East and JFest 
India Boch Company v Eobiuson v. Scot:: v. 

Van Sandan^^^ is an entirely different case to the present one. It 
only dealt with the improper reception of evidence. Here the 
arbitrators want to go outside their reference. 

[Batchbiob, j. What is there to prevent you from coming 
before the Court after the a’ward is made to have it set aside 
on the ground that tbe arbitrators have eseeeded their 
jurisdiction 

Skmgman We could not do so, because supposing they 
awarded to Ahmedbhoy fifteen lacs on his claim of twenty lacs 
how could we come before the Court and satisfy it that such and 
such amounts were allocated to items beyond the jurisdiction of 
the arbitrators. It would be impossible so we must come in 
now. The learned Judge should have adjourned the matter and 
seen whether the arbitrators would follow his ruling. The learned 
Judge has gone wrong in holding that the arbitrators decided 
nothing because they did decide that they had jurisdiction. We 
ask the Court to give directions to the arbitrators and tell them 
that all they can decide is the loss occasioned by the fixe and by 
the water thrown on to extinguish the fire. 

Imermitg : — Our first point is that the Court has no jurisdiction 
to entertain this petition on the ground that it does not comply 
with the requirements of the Arbitration Act and Rules of the 
High Court. There are nineteen policies and agreements and 
cue award could not be made because the conditions are not the 
The conditions on the back of the policies must also be 
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deemed to form part of the contract* That being so can nineteen 
Companies present one petition ? It is not in accordance with 
the Buies of this High Court. The verification of the petition is 
wrong? The petition ought never to have been received* High 
Court Rule 863 ; section 51, Civil Procedure Code* This peti- 
tion is not signed by any of the petitioners^ it is not even signed 
by a person who holds a power of attorney. If we ate right the 
Court has no jurisdiction to entertain the petition. This is all 
the more remarkable because other so called petitioners have 
dropped out. The appeal is brought by the Company with 
whom Mr. Croft^ who signs and verifies the petition, has nothing 
whatever to do. 

[CilANBAVAEKAE, J. Is this not a mere irregularity ?J 

.*—-1 submit not. As regards the second point, nine- 
teen petitioners could not join in one petition there being nine- 
teen different submissions. The body speaks of one submission 
and so does the prayer, which submission is the Court asked to 
revoke ^ It is said that clause 2 cures that defect, but it is not 
signed by all the Companies and again it is qualified* Take 
again the amounts of the policies, some are larger and some are 
smaller. Then we come to the merits of the case. What we 
meant by saying that the arbitrators decided nothing was that no 
right of the parties was decided. A j udgment does not include 
a mere decision to admit or reject evidence. Mr. Strangmansays 
he had a to the order he asks for; nothing of the kind, it 
is a pure act of discretion. See Russell on Arbitration, 9th edi- 
tion, page 125; Janm v. James Davar, J„ has not expressed 
any opinion on any of the questions in the case. They are now 
asking the Court to do what the arbitrators had to do* The deed 
of reference does not mention loss by fire but loss according to 
* contract. Our point is that this loss is covered by the policy even 
though it wis not the direct result of the fire, Consequential 
loss is a verj?* ambiguous term. Some losses are admittedly 
recoverable under the policy though they occur after the fire, 
0 damage done by water, debris falling on the machinery. You 
cannot limit the loss to the action of the fire itself or in point of 
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time to the moment the fire is extinguished. If that is correct 
a great deal of damage done to the machinery is the direct result 
of the fire. You cannot touch the machinery till it is surveyed 
by the surveyors and now they want to shut us out from -giving 
any evidence to show what time elapsed and who is responsible. 

It is impossible to fix a date after which our evidence should 
be limited. The Insurers have to pay us the damage done to 
the property, there is no intervening cause. We say they were 
in possession till August 1907 at least, the fire having taken place 
in October 1906. Any damage done to the machinery must bo 
deemed to be the direct result of the fire. An omission to do a 
thing which they might do is not an intervening cause. Supposing 
that there was a neglect of duty on the part of the Companies, 
how did that duty arise? Clearly under the contract of assurance, 
see clause 11 of the policy. Therefoi’e it is within the terms of 
the policy. How can this Court decide now that all our conten- 
tions are incorrect ? The arbitrators have made no mistake of 
law. We submit the case is on all fours with Seoii v. Fan 
Sandm^^K It being a matter of discretion is the Court going to 
interfere? The arbitrators should be asked to state what sums 
they would allow on different beads and then it is easy to set 
them right if they go beyond the scope of the reference. This 
application is practically to decide that for which the arbitratoi s 
have been appointed and therefore is unprecedented: see In le 
Lord Oerard and London and North Wedern Railway Co W, 
The Irish Society v. Bishop of Beiry'L^, The Carron Iro^ Co, v. 
Maelarenh^'>. 

Sirangman As to the verification of the petition I ask leave 
to have it done now. As to discretion see section 14 of the 
Arbitration Act : Toolsce Money Bassee v. Sudevi BasseeS^) 

Chandavaekae, J. Both the preliminary point and tho 
point on the merits raised in this appeal turn upon the question " 
whether the arbitrators have decided that tho submission to 
them included the matter now in dispute between the parties, 
la other w^o^is, the question is— Have the arbitrators decided 

P> (tS41) 1 (J. B. 102, (3) (1846) 12 01, & Pin 611. 

» 2 Q. B. 015, (4) ( 1855 ) 5 h. I,. C., p, 457. 

(8) (1899) 26 Cal, 361. 
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that they Lave jarisdiction to decide the matter as part of the 
terms of the reference to arbitration ? Davar^ J., has indeed held 
that they have decided iiothm^; but that is clearly wrong\ The 
contention raised before the aibitrators by the respondent 
Ahmedbhoy llahibblnyS solicitor, Mr. Ilounusjee, was that the 
rtspondoiit was entitled to claim damages fiom the Insur nice 
Companies fot tho los-^ budcied by him oving to deteiioration of 
tlio machinery const quoot upon tho neglect of the Companies to 
take proper care of it af cer they had t iken possession of it, and 
that this claim was part of the submission. The Insurance Com- 
panies dtnied that the cd lira in question lormed part of the 
rtference. Ihc meauing of the cleci'sion of the arbitrators upon 
that preliminary question is, to my miiub plain. They substan- 
tially held that, whatevci conclusion they might ultimately arrive 
at after hearing eviileneo on tho claim, they had jurisdiction to 
take evidence and decide whether Ahmedbhoy was entitled to 
any, and if so what, damages for the specific lobS alleged. 

What tho arbitrators have, then, finally decided is, that they 
have jurisdiction over the matter now in dispute ; that it is com- 
petent for them to enter into tho meiits of the dispute after 
taking evidence and to adjudicate upon it. 

Davar J.'s order virtually compels the Insurance Companies 
to submit to the jurisdiction of the arbitrators, whereas those 
Companies complain that, having regard to the terms of the 
reference, no such jmisdiction exists. The order decides a ques- 
tion of their right. They say that they have a common law 
right to have the dispute d^mifled in the ordinary way — in a Court 
of law. Davar, J., decides that they have not, but that the arbi- 
trators have juii&diction to decile it. The order is, therefore, a 
judgment within the meaning of clause 13 of the Letters Patent* 

Passing to Mie merits, Davar, J., seems to me to have failed to 
perceive the real question at issue. He thought what ho had to 
deal with was a case in which the complaint was merely that 
tho arbitrators were committing an error of law by admitting 
irrelevant evidence. But in reality the admission of evidence 
by the arbitrators was complained of by the Insurance Companies 
not as an independent ground for grievance but as the result of 
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an unwarranted jurisdiction a'isumed by the aibiirators. It was 
not the admission of inadmissible evidence that was the grievance : 
but the taking; cognizance of a dispute not within the terms of 
the reference was complained of. The question, therefore, "Vas — 
were the arbitrators exceeding or have they exceeded their 
jurisdiction ? The answer to that depends upon a proper 
construction of the terms of the reference. 

In construing the agreement to refer to arbitration we ought 
to bear in mind one catdiaal principle — rfr., that by a submis.sion 
to arbitration a party deprives himself of the right accorded to 
him by common law to have the dispute to which the submission 
relates decided by a Court of Law. Therefore, it must clearly 
appear from the terms of the submission that with reference to 
any point arising the paity has so deprived himself. Here the 
dispute referred related to damages or loss from yf/e, whoicas the 
claim on which the arbitrators were asked to adjudicate and 
which they have held they ha\e jurisdiction to decide, in addi- 
tion to the loss or damage from fire, is the loss or damage conse- 
quent on the tortious conduct of the Insurance Companies after 
the fire had been extinguished. Mr. Inveraiity has before us 
attempted to show that what his client wants to do before tbe 
arbitrators is to prove that this latter loss is in substance loss 
from fire. But that was not the case made before the arbitr<itoi s, 
and I do not think that the loss alleged can be included in loss 
from fire on any reasonable view of the case, because the deteri- 
oration of machinery from neglect on the part of the Insurance 
Companies to take care of it is nob an inevitable or direct conse- 
quence of the mischief by fire. It is only where mischief arises 
from fire in fire insurance cases and from perils of the sea in mari- 
time insurance, and the natural and almost inevitable consequence 
of that mischief is to create further mischiev ous results, that under- 
writers become responsible for the further mischief so incurred. 
See Pollock B. in Montoya, v. London Assurance Oompany^K 

The question, whether before the arbitrators or before Davar, 
J., was by no means one of discretion. It was, in my opinion' 
one of excess of jurisdiction in the arbitrators. ^ 

(« (1851) 6 Ex. 46Uti> 458. 
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Mr. Iiiverarity has raise! the point that the petition before 
Dava-r^ ought to have been dismissed because it was not signed 
by alkthe nineteen petitioners, that this appeal is by but one 
of the Insurance Companies, and that the other Companies are 
not parties to it. This ground would have required serious con- 
sideration if we had to revoke the submission to aibitration j but 
as the order we have decided to pass is at present no more than 
an intimation to the arbitrators of our opinion on the question of 
their jurisdiction, it is immaterial whether all or some o£ the 
Insurance Companies are formally parties to the proceedings in 
this Court. As to the other objection that, even so far as the 
petition is by one Company, it is signed by one of its ofiScers 
without any authorisation as required by law, the defect is a 
mere irregularity which can be cured, if necessary, by the Com- 
pany putting in a power of attorney showing the authority 
given to the signatory. And this irregularity does not affect the 
merits of the case. 


1908. 


AeBITE^TIO'^ 
Act (fimiAK), 
In m* 

ArL\s ' 
Assfkaace 
Company, 

tv 

Aumbubhoy 

Habibbeot. 


The result is that the order of Davar, J., must be discharged 
with costs, in both his Court an I this, on the respondent ; and 
that the arbitrators should be iiiformod that, in the opinion of this 
Court, their jurisdiction extends only to the dispute relating to 
loss or damage from fire under the terms of the policy in each 
case, and not to the question of any loss or damage alleged to 
have arisen from the neglect of the Insurance Oompanios to take 
care of the machinery after the fire had been extinguished and 
the Companies had entered upon possession under clause XI 
of the Policy. 


Batcheloe, J. ; — I concur : but as I am differing from my 
brother Davar I should like briefly to explain the reasons for 
• my opinion. 

The only question, it appears to mo, is what have the arbitrators 
decided, if they have decided anything ? 

The learned Judge below was of opinion that they have 
decided nothing, and, therefore, he declined to interfere with 
their order. Now, their order is one of which it is not easy td 
be quite confident as to the meaning, but upon the best consi^ 
deration that I can give to it, it seems to me to decide that the 




12 


1058. 


Abbitbaiiok 
Act (Ini)U\), 

RE, 

Atlvs 

iSSITBAKCE 

COMTINT, 

LmmD, 

4?. 

Atjmedrho? 
Hi BIB BHOY. 


THE IlS'DIAN hkW REPORTS. [VOL. XXKW. 

reference to the a rbitralio a does include the question 
the plaintiff is entitled to damages on the ground tint the 
Companies having gone into possession were guilty of iieghgeiicc 
in not cleaning and not piotecting the machinery. If that is 
the meaning of the ordor^ then I think the appellant ■> mu t 
succeed, for, as to the preliminary point that no appeal has, th it 
order on my interpretation is a judgment since it goe^ tte juiisdic- 
tion by enlarging the scope of the arbitration submission and by 
depriving the appellants of their rights to have these inatteis 
decided by a suit: see Sadjee Ismail Hadjee IMldcb v» ILuiJte 
Mahomed Madjee JoosuhS^^ And if the appeal is competent, then, 
I think, it ought to be successful ; for the policy, the agreement 
to refer and the terms of the reference all satisfy me that no claims 
on account of negligence by the companies after they had, as 
alleged, gone into possession, were included in the submission. 
That I think was limited to the loss by fire (including of course 
the loss by water in extinguishing the fire) and it is plain that 
a claim on this footing must be limited somewhere and that it 
cannot conveniently embrace all possible damages, how^over 
remote, which could by ingenuity be traced up to some connec- 
tion with the fire as the ultimate cai su sine qua non 

Now hero the plaintiffs case is that the Companies were hi 
possession from October 1906 to August 1907 at least, and it 
seems to me impossible to hold the damages arising by reason of 
their negligence throughout this prolonged period are such 
damages as are properly claimable in pursuance of the contract 
of insurance, for whereas this contract refers only to loss by fire, 
those damages would arise from a totally different origin, an 
origin which, it seems to me, is wholly distinct and separable 
from the fire, namely a neglect by the Companies of some duty 
imposed on them after the loss by fire or water had become an 
accomplished fact. 

As to the technical objections which have been urged by Mr. 
Inverarity I am of opinion that they are all of a merely formal 
nature ; that there is no substance in them 5 and that they ought 
3iot to he allowed to stand between us and the decision of this 
m it$ merits. 


e) (187# 18 L. K 
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For these rcasonsj I concur with my learned colleague as we 
are assured that the arbitrators will gladly give effect to any 
expres|ioii of opinion from us. 

The appellants must have their costs. 

Order rereu^ed. 

B. N. L. 


ORIGINAL CIVIL. 


Before Mr Justice Beaman, 

MUIiJI TEJSING EANSI DEVEAJ.^ 

Juruiktlon — P}mttce--B residency Small Cause Courts J(t (^XV of l8S2)f 
$£Ctio7i 22 — Suit cogni.abU hy Small Causes Cote? t drought in Exgli Court — 
Wonfomder — Contract of sale made subject to imles of Bice Ifex chants 
Association — Buie ousting jtixisdxction rf Court of lam — B^de proinding for 
fixing uaida rate of goods for purpose of ascertaining differences in case of 
nonfidfdment of contract — Bidt hy huger f or damages f or non-del iuery — 
Bha that no damages recouerahle having 'iegard to mie f red-- Allegation 
hy plaintiff that rate fired mas not hindinq irasmucli as the ru?e^ mere not 
ohsexved — ConstrucUon (f rules — I^incipal and agent — Agends ponerto 
hind his principal to arhitx ation — Indian Contract Act {IX of 1ST2), section 
93 — Sale— Tender, 

The Bombay United Rice Merchants Association was a commercial body 
of wMch most of the principal iice inei chants in Bombay were members. Its 
rules w’^ere piinled and circulated and they pi escribed a certain form of contract 
which was very geneially used in Bombay. By these rules a Siih-Committee 
was nominated to decide all disputes which may arise as to contracts and do all 
other business relating to con ti acts.’* It was also provided that the ‘'exclusive 
authority ” to decide all such disputes should be the said Sub-Committee and the 
Association and that no party should be at liboity to go to Couit with r€g?pect 
to any matter connected with such contracts except to enforce the docismn of 
the Sub-Committee and the Association. It was further provided that the Sub- 
Committee should keep a record of the daily lates and on the last day of the 
% rat da should fix the ta*da rate {i e, the market rate of the day) on the basis of 
which difterenccs should be calculated which became payable in cases in which 
contacts weie not carried out, ^ The plaintiffs who were rice merchants in 
Rangoon were not members of the Associatioiij but they employed agents in 
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Boinbay, -wBo were members, to purcbase rice for them and on the 24tli Korem- 
ber 1006 these agents bongh^om the defendants 1,340 bags of rice at Rs. 9 
per bag deliverable at the mida of Magshir Snd 1968 (L c. from the 18th 
November 1906 to SOth November 1006). Tlio contract which wa* in the 
printed form framed nr.der the rules as above mentioned containod the following 
clause « This contract is made sirbject to the rules of the Bombay United Rice 
Merchants Association. Each party is bound to act in accordance with the 
same. For delivery at this vaida a large number of the memhers of the 
Association had made contracts of sale. The plaintiffs and a fow others were 
purchasers aud they were apprehensive that in seftling the vaida rate the in- 
terests of the buyers would be disregarded in favour of those of the sellers. 
They accoidingly wrote to the President of the Association calling upon him to 
see that no interested person was allowed to act on the Sub-Committee for 
fixing the vaida, rate. In accoi'dance with the practice a general meeting of the 
Assooiation'was held on the SOth November 1906 at which after discussion 


a special Snb-Committeo was appointed to fix the rate consisting only of threo 
persons one of whom was not a member of the standing Sub-Committee and 
another of whom had large contracts of sale due at this vaida. This Sub- 
committee fixed the rate at Rs. 8-11-0 per bag. The plaintiffs alleged that it 
should have boon fixed at Rs. 9-2-0 or B.s. 9-4 0 per bag which was the real 
market rate of (he day ; that the lute fixed was dishonestly fixed in the interest 
of sellers; that the Sub-Committee was not cocstilutod according to the rulfs, 
two members of it being ineligible, one because ho did not belong to the standing 
Suh-Oommittce and the other because ho was interested in fixing a low rate, 
and they contended that for these reasons {inter alia) they wore not bound by 
tbe rate fixed. They had duly demanded delivery of the rice contracted for 
and the defendants failed to give delivery and the plaintiffs now sued for tho 
difference between the contract price (Rs. 9) aud the market price on tho SOtli 
November 1906. Tho sum claimed as damages was less than Rs. ],0C0r 


The defendants pleaded- 


1. That having regard to section 15 of tlie Civil Procedure Code (Act XlV 
of 1882) and section 18 of the Presidency' SmaU Cause Courfs Act (XV of 1882) 
the suit was not maintainahlG in the High Court, ^ ^ 
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X uenam auegeu partners oi • 
it should be dismissed for non- joinder. 

8. That having regard to the rules of the Association which provided a 
remedy m ease of di-sputcs among its memhers and forbade their gohrg to hw 
the plaintiffs were pmcluded from suing at law at all events until they had 

eshausted tho remedies provided by tho rules.-: , 

4. That the pkintifFs were bound by tho vaida rate fised by the Sub- 

Committee appointed by the Assoelation. .r e ..no 
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Meld, (i) Tiiat the Higli Court bad jurisdiction and that tlie suit sliould 1909. 
proceed subject to tlio provisions as to costs contained in section 32 of tbe — 

Presidency Small Cause Courts Act(XY of 1882). ■ TEmm 

(3) Tiiat tile alleged partnership was proved, but nevertheless tiie suit Baksi 
could not be dismksed for non- joinder, * Djevbm. 


(3) That ilio plaintiffs were entitled, to* sue at law notwithstanding the 
provisions contained in ilie roles of the Association requiring ali disputes to 
be submitted for decision to the Association and restricting the right of 
members to suo each other. 

(4) Tliat at the meeting of the Association held on the 20th November 
1906 the plaintiffs (through their agents) had consented to the appointment of 
a Sul) -Committee of three persons to fix the vaida rate and that they were 
therefore bound by the rate then fixed. 

Any stipulation that the award of an arbitrator shall be aoeepted as final 
restricts the rights of contracting parties to invoke the aid of the ordinary 
Cburts.-and to that extent is void. 

- The effect of section 28 of the Indian Contract Act (IX of 1872), section 21 of 
the Specific Relief Act (I of 1877), read with the related sections of the Indian 
Arbitration Act (IX of 1899) and of the Civil Procedure Code dealing with 
arbitfdtioii is that a person may not contract himself out of his right to have 
recourse to Courts of law but that in the event of any party having made a 
lawful agreement to refer a matter of difference to arbitration as a condition 
precedent to going to law^ about it, the Coxni^ will recognise the agreement and 
give effect to it by staying proceedings in the Courts. 

The plaintiffs filed this suit to recover from the defendants 
the sum of lls. 710-'6-8 as damages for breach of contract in 
failing to deliver certain bags of Rangoon rice which the 
plaintifis had contracted to buy and take delivery of by two 
contracts, the first of which was dated the 22nd October 1906 
and made between the defendants^ firm of Gangi Narsi and the 
plaintiffs^ firm of Muiji Dharsi, and the second of which was 
. dated the 24th November 1906 and made between the defend- 
ants^ firm of G-angi Narsi and the firm of Ravji Narsang who 
wore the agents of the plaiatifis in making the contract. The 
two contracts were made subject to the rules of the Bombay • 
United Eice Merchants Association, 

The defendants denied that the firm of Eavji Narsang were 
the agents of the plaintiffs in making the second contract so that 
the plaintiffs had any right of action in respect thereof and 
they submitted that inasmuch as the sum claimed by the 
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plaintiffs as damages in respect of the first contract did not 
exceed Ra. 1,000 the High Court had no juiisdiction to try 
this suit. They further alleged that the firm of Khoorpal 
Dungersey was a partner in the plaintiffs’ firm of Mulji Hharsi 
and was therefore a necessary par ty to the suit. 

Without prejudice to the above contentions the defendants 
also alleged that they were at all tunes ready and willing to 
deliver the said bags of rice to the plaintiffs, but that tbo 
plaintiffs never asked for delivery. 

They denied that the plaintiffs had suffered any damage and 
they disputed the price of the rice on the due date. 

The defendants further alleged that according to the rules 
of the Bombay United Rice M erchants Association subject to 
which the contracts in suit were made, the plaintiffs and defend- 
ants were bound by the rates fixed by the Association and that 
the rate so fixed for the vaida for which the said contracts were 
entered into was Es. 8-11-0 per bag upon the footing of 
which the defendants had become entitled under the said rules to 
recover from the plaintiffs the sum of Es. 481-9-0 in respect of 
the first contract referred to and the defendants counter-claimed 
accordingly. They further counter'claiined against the plaint- 
iffs in respect of three contracts dated the 12th, 14th, 16th 
November 1906 under which the firm of Ravji Narsang pur- 
chased from the defendants for the same laida 670, 1,840 and 
1,340 bags of lice at the respective i-ates of Es. 8-14-8, Es. 9-0-2 
and Es. 8-15-11, and alleged that in respect of these three 
contracts and the second contract ahovenicntioned they hccame 
entitled to recover from the firm of Eavji Narsang the sum of 
Es. 1,351-14-0 by way of difference, no delivery having been 
taken by the said firm under any of tire said contracts. 

* 

At the hearing the plaintiffs abandoned their claim on the 
first contract which amounted to Es. 60. 

Bahadur ji (with him Lomies md Demi) for the defendants i— 

The firm of Khoorpal Dungersey is a partner with the 
plaintiffs and should have been joined as a co-plaintiff. The suit 
shoul(J therefore be dismissed, See Kahdas Kevalim v. Maihu 


i 
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; Ucmsebuh v, Bamlall Koondoo ; Moiilal Bee^ardau 
V. Ghelhibhu Uamatu Aga Gtihm Hmabfh v. A, B* 
; Ainih^a B%hi r, Ahdul kiul^r Suhch 

file pi iiiitiffs cannot sue in a Com t of law <iccording to the 
rules of the United Rice Merchants Assoeiaaon until toe Asso- 
ciation his given its decision. See Rules II, 29, 4U 46; Leake on 
Conti act (5th edition), p. 675; ScoU \\ ; Bjnaner Y. 

La Clodhe ^'^'^ ; T'lainor v. FIiwiix F%u Auttfmce 

The plaintiffs ne\ or asked for delivery, they only demanded 
a delivery order. Alulji Qovindji v. Natfmlhai Hiraehand 

Indian Contract Act (IX of 1872), section 93, Benjamin on 
Sales (5th edition), p« 595. 

The plaintiffs are bound to accept the ^mda rate fixed by the 
Association, this rate leaves a balance in favour of the defendants 
which we ask for in our counter-claim. 

Etrkpatnek {Inver arit^ and Jim ah with him) for the 
plaintiffs 

The onus of pio\ing that Khoorpal Dungersey is a partner 
is on the defendants. 

Even if pioved the suit should not he dismissed. See Ciul 
Procedure Code, Older I, Rule 9 ; Makahala Bliatta v. Kwihanna 
Bliaifa (^^1, 

The cases cited by the other side do not apply. They were 
dismissed because at the dale at which a necessary party was 
added they were barred by limitation. 

The plaintiffs are entitled to bring this suit. That point was 
decided when the summons taken out by the defendants to stay 
these proceedings under section 19 of the Arbitration Act, was 
dismissed. The defendants did not appeal against that decision. 
Wo rely on the Indian Contiact Act (JX of 1872), section 28 ; 

a) (188S) 7 217, 

(3) (1881) 0 Cal. 815, 
m (1802) 17 Bom, 6 
m (1807) 21 Bom. 412 
m (mi) 2^ Marl 26. 

“B 


CC) (rS6) 5 H. L. 0 811. 

(73 [1902] A G 44«. 

(8) (1892) Go L. T. 82S. 
f«3 (J8€0; 18 Bom. 1. 

(10) (1«:93) ai Mad. 373 at p- 383. 
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Specific Relief Act (I of 1S77), section 21 ; Aibitration Act 
(IX oi 1899), section 19; Koonnd, Glmder l)ms v. CInmder 
Kanf^^^ ; Ciisp v. Adlard^^h ^ 

The following rules of the Rice Merchants Association were 
inainls" referred to m the argument as wed as m the judgmeut:— 
M2b All ikds of disputes lelatuig to taida^ia soudas (tiaiisactious^ slmll lio 
decided only in the manner mentioned m these niles. And the e\clush c a ithont^ 
to decide such disputes shall rest with tae Committee and the As oci ition only. 
And it is on this expiess condition that contucfc foims arc sui plied and every ptisoii 
signing such forms shall be taken to have knowledge of this expiess condition atid 
to consent to and abide by all these rules. The fenb-lommittoe and the ‘\sbOc atwii 
shall decide the placed before them as they think prop r and each lait^ to 

the tontmetbliall beat hbeity to got) Cnnt m connection with the iforesaid tiais- 
action only for the purpose of enfo emg dccibioii t at is guen in aocoulancc nitli 
these inks* If any paity does not le&pect such decisi n then nhateiei order the 
Sub*Comniiitee 01 the Association shall m\ke against him he sh lU have to submit 
to and if he does not submit his name shall be stiuck oS haii the >ecoids of this 
Association. 

For tiansactuig all the above-mentioned business relating to imdcaet 
mtdas (transactions) this Sub Committee shall meet daily m the locmb of the 
Association fiom 3 to 5 o’clock. It shall keep a note of the duly latd&e rates and if 
the pin chaser refuses to take the goods appei timing i) a contract or if the vendor 
fails to give delivery of tie goods sold oi fails to gi\e deluay in accordfiiico with 
the terms of the conti act or if any pal t to the coi ti act commits any elefanlt wlnt- 
o\er then as to any damages on account thereof which the Suh^Committec si all fix 
and award or any cth r kina of ordei winch it maj nuke each party shall ha\eto 
abide by the same and as ij any decision which the Sub Committee oi the Association 
will gne m any matter relating to a contract each paity to the contract shall be 
regarded as bound by the same. 

Jiuie SO -“On the due date, th?t is on the last date mentioned m the contract, this 
Sub-Committee will settle the iat»^ of that vmda* en if that rate bo less or Uglier 
than the late of that day ytt each of the parties to the contrict shall consider 1 im- 
»elf bound by the said rat' so fixed. And in accordance thOitWith each part) shall 
have to finish receiving or making payments on account of his profit or loss Within 
twenty-four hours aftei the due date. And if the contract goods slull have been 
sold legally then each party shall have to regard the dificnence between the rates 
realised by the sale and the coi tract rate as profit or lo'^s ani shall have to receive 
or make pajments theieof immediatol) aftei the goods are sold* And m loeexving 
or making such payments if any party to the contract make any default then what- 
ev<» order the buVCommittee will make he shall have to abide by. .. 

any three gentlemen of the above Sub Oomnnttae meeting at the 
As^ockMon roomi they Can transact all the business of the Snb-Uommitfcee but with- 
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out the sanction of the Piesident or Vice-President and hecietaiy they shall not be 
able t) give any dec IS on and a decision given without such sanction shall be con- 

sideied null and void* 

If tbeie beany di'^pates oi bnsmesc^ relating to laidana sovi^as (tiansi- 
actions) which Im've connection with any member oi members of tins bub Committee 
cr m 11111011 li6 01 they are m any way concerned oi inteiested then the decisions 
theicot or any business whatever in connection tlip'icwith shall not be gi\en oi done 
until other independent appointments are made in place of such member or members. 
But on such occasions ausmg this Sub Committee shall at once call a meeting 
of the Managing Committee of the Association and from out of them shall get tho 
necessaiy numbci cf independent gentlemen appointed in the plxces afoiesaid niid 
aftei that the new Committee formed as aforesaid including these new gentlemen 
shall transact in aecoidance with wlut is written above all busmens lelatmg to the 
aforesaid disputes and theii decisions shall be legaided as the decisions of the f*ub- 
Committee and such decisions shall be regaided as having b^en given in pursuance of 
these lilies* 

j^ule dA-— All poweu to male changes (and) alterations in the appointments of the 
gentlemen appointed on tho ub**Oomuuttce and to fill up their \acancies and also 
to male alterations or amendments (oi) additions in (or to) these lules, lest with the 
" Bice Merchants Assrciation, ^ 

Hide Of these rules, if an\ rule be found defective or uncertain in meaning or 
fcliouid it happen that on ary occasicn the Snb-ronimittee is unable to doits work 
or L unable to do As work m a sail facton mam er m cen^ornnty vith these rules 
then cn all such ocea4( ns ss a last recouice, a meeting of the xlssociation shall be 
called and wliate\er decision may be passed theieat with legard to such matters, all 
perbons concerned shall be bound thereby# But in connection with the contracts 
made in puisuance of these rules or in connection with any kind of business relating 
theieto no party to a contuict shall be at liberty to go to Court m any vay with 
regard to the said contract so long as he n ay be ab’e to get all kinds of lawful 
decisions fiom the Sub-Committee or the Associate n , m other words, it is to be 
underutoed that every porson enter mg into contiacts in accordance with what# is 
written above appoints by these lules, the Sub- Committee and the Association as 
aihitiator and final umpiie and as to the decision which will be given in accordance 
with these rules the same shall be legaidtdas the arbitiators’ awaid. Such being 
the case, every person entenng into a contiact shall have to go befoie tho Sub- 
committee or t|i<^ Association lor getting any matter relating to the contract decided 
^ and if he may not have been able to enfoice the deci-ion given by them in accordance 
with these lules then in that case he can go to Court only to enforce such decision 
and it shall be cousidtred that c\€ry party to the contract and e\ery party concerned 
therewith agrees with the rule made to this effect* 

Beaman, J. t— The first point requiring decision is whether the 
firm of Khoorpal Dungersey is a necessary party to the suit? 
The answer to that question plainly depends upon the deter- 
mination of a further question of fact, whether the firm of 
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Khoorpal Dungersey is a partner of the plaintiff? That it, a 
matter which must have been in the plaintiff's knowloilge. 
Both he and Khoorpal Dungersey know and knew throughout 
the suit whether a partnership existed between them. 

The defendant contends that the result of finding that 
Khoorpal Dungersey is plaintiff’s partner must be tlie dismissal 
of the suit. To this the answer is that Rule 9, Order I of the Civil 
Procedure Co le, forbids any suit to be defe ted for misjoinder 
or non-join ler. Under the old Civil Procedure Code, section 31, 
it was enacted that no suit should be defeited for misjoinder. 
But as in England where the Rule of the Supreme Court first 
stood m the same language, the Courts inclined to include non- 
joinder. Yet there is more than one obvious difference both in 
the nature and the results flowing from the two defects, mis- 
joinder, and non-joinder. Misjoinder can do the defendant no 
real harm, and remedying the mistake at any time, could not, 
as far as I can see, prejudicially affect in any particular, the 
course of the defence or attack. But non-joinder is altogether 
a different thing. Withholding a plaintiff and making him a 
witness, which is what the defen Jant alleges has been done in 
this case, might give the plaintitf an unfair advantage through- 
out the trial. Many questions which might be put to a plaintiff’ 
could not be put to a witness j and the whole effect of state- 
rrents made by an interested party, must be, when the Couit 
comes to weigh and appreciate the evidence tested and judged 
by other standaids than those which would apply to the same 
statements made by a disinteiested witness. If then a plaintiff’ 
has designedly, with the object of strengthening his ea-e and 
evading awkwaid questions kept back a co-plaintiff, by a denial 
of facts which if proved would have entitled his opponent to 
insist upon having that person added at once as a co-plaintiff j - 
and has thus throughout the trial secured exactly the advantages 
be ha<i in view ; it does seem that merely adding that person as 
a co-plaintiff or a co-detendanfc formally at the time of judgment 
b, from the defendant's point of view, no remedy at all of the 
•frroJig whioji haa been done. Taking a ease like this, if the 
sC!o«rkflnds wlm the trial is over, upon a painstaking analysis 
I, of nftSicli ftnideace and Ippg consideration of many arguments. 
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that the fact which ^he plaintiff denierl^ is proved again'^it him | 
that the man he said was not, really wis hi& pattner; thou 
considenng that it the fact had been admitted, that person must 
have bel^n and would have been maJe a co-plaintiff or co*def end- 
ant from the beginning, it is a serious question whether the 
plaintiff should be allowed to turn round and say, well, it does 
not matter now ; the Couit may if it pleases add the man. For 
that amounts to this, that the plaintiff is permitted to make the 
fullest use of deliberate peijmy ; is allowed to lead evidence, as 
of a certain quality, while it really is not of that quality ; is 
enabled to evade many questions that might otherwise have 
been put : to escape the effect of what might have turned out 
damaging admissions, all witu complete impunity. 

The cases cited under the old law, 'while they appear to 
recognise the defendant's right to have partners joined in the 
suit, are distinguishable, in this respect, that the suits were 
dismissed because by the time that the Court had found on 
the facts that other persons were partners and were necessary 
paities, the claim had against them become time-barred. Kalidas 
Keraldas v. NatJm Bhagvan^^) and Eawaehul v. Bamlall Koondoo^^, 
The principle I have in mind is essentially the same, resting on 
it the right as a right of the defendant to have partners made 
parties to any partnership suit broofiiht against him ; but its 
application, in the way I have suggested abo\ e, would go further, 
and on a divergent line, from the authorities on which defendant 
lelied. Nor do I see any way of getting over the plain language 
of the Code. 

Defendant has contended that this is not a matter of procedure, 
and therefoie that the decision ought to be given under the old 
. Code. Ho relies on section 45 of the Contract Act. But 
•waiving the first part of that argument, it appears that while 
the English Rule was so worded as only directly to cover cases 
of misjoinder it was in p'^actice extended to cases of non- 
joinder; and presumably the Courts in India would follow the 
English Judges. Nor am I able to accede to the argument that 
this is a matter of substantive right rather than procedure. 

cu (1883) n 217. m (1881) 8 Cal. 816. 
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Certainly it is the defendant's right, if he can show that a person 
is piaintiff-’s paitner to have that person made a pai ty to the 
suit j hut it is matter ot procedure how that pirson is to bo n>ade 
a party, and also what the effect of his not having oiiginally 
been made a party is to have on the course of the suit. All 
this is specifically provided for in 0. I, r. 10. Tiue, the words 
of that rule appear to contemplate cases where the misjoinder 
or non-joinder are attributable to lend Jtde mistakes, whereas 
here there can be no question of a bond fide or any othi- r mistake 
at all. Still the fact remains that the law says that no suit 
shall be defeated for non-joinder, and as non-joinder is all that 
the defendant alleges, I do not see how he can succeed in his 
further contention that if it is proved, the Court must oi^miss 
the suit. I should be only too glad to take that view if I felt 
able to do so. But as I am quite unable to read any such 
qualification as would be needful to validate the defendant’s 
plea, into the woids of the law, it follows that even, should I 
on the question of fact find against the plaintiff. I could not 
for that reason dismiss the suit. And merely adding Khooipal 
Dungersey as plaintiff or defendant would not, as far as I can 
see help the defendant now in any way, or assist the Court in 
more thoroughly and satisfactorily disposing of what is in issue 
between the parties. So far as the defendants might stand in 
need of protection against another suit in respect of this claim 
by Khoorpal Dungersey, it is sufficient to note that that fiim 
has on oath denied that it has any interest in this contract, so 
tha,t it would not be in a position afterwards to advance any 
claim upon it. 

Thus it becomes of comparatively little importance to decide 
now whether Khoorpal Dungeisey is or is not the plaintiff's 
partner. But as a great deal of evidence has been led on the 
point and a good deal of argument addressed to it, as in various 
ways it has run through the whole case, colouring many parts 
of it, I think it as well briefly to resume the evidence, and state 
my conclusion upon it. [His Lordship then discussed the evidence 
upon the question of partnership and continued,] 

I hold that there was a non-joinder, and that Khoorpal 
Dungersey ought to have been a party plaintiff. But 1 do not 
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think in view of what I said in beginning to deal with this 
prehmmary pointy and upon a careful consideration of the scope 
and intent of 0» 1^ r. 10, that I need not make any order adding 
Khoorpil Diingersey as plaintiS or defendant or that on account 
of the non-jom ler I can dismiss the suit. I must proceed to 
dispose ot it as it stands, limiting myself to the parties already 
ou the array and the matteis in issue between them. 

The next point which is likewise of a preliminary nature arises 
on issue 11. Shortly it comes to this, whether the plaintiff is pre- 
cluded iroin coming into Court until he has exhausted the remedies 
provided for any member of the Association dissatisfied with a 
decision of the Sab-Committee ^ It might be put in other ways but 
that is the real meaning oi it ; and I may observe that it has been 
much bluricd m aigument by a failure to keep it wholly distinct 
from one or two other cognate questions which will need to be 
separately dealt with and answered. The rules, as I understand 
them, prj\ide that the Sub-Committee shall fix the vauk rate. 
That is one thing, NcKt, that alidisputes arising between members 
of the Association shall be referred to the Sub-Committee. That is 
another thing. Tbenfuither, that no member ot the Association 
shall go to law about any such dispute until he has obtained the 
final d ci^ion ol* the Association and then onlj^' to the extent of 
enforcing that decision That is still another thing, and the thing 
with which I am at preseno concerned. I do not think that the 
point presents any difficulty. The statute law on this subject is 
contained in section Sb of the Contract Act, and section 21 of the 
Specihc Relief Act. The effect of those sections read with the 
related sections in the ludiau Arlutration Act, and in the Code of 
Civil Procedure dealing with arbitration, is that a person may 
not contract himself out of his right to have recourse to Courts 
of law ; but that in the event of any party having made a lawful 
agieemeat to refer the matter in difference to arbitration, as a 
condition precedent to going to law about it, the Courts will 
recognize the agreement and give effect to it by staying proceed- 
ings in the Courts. The principles underlying this branch of 
the law have I think long been clearly settled. The series of 
decisions starting with Seoif v. A'cety^'^ lay down the rufe to 
m (1856) e H. L, 0, 811, 
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which statute! y enactment has been given in section 28 of the 
Contract Act. And the question is whothei the ckiendarits 
contention, if found to be correct, brings this case witkin the 

rule. 

First, it is to be observed that the coiitiact in snii was made 
on a piinted form supplied by the Association. Tiiat form 
sets iorth the terms and conditions upon and under which tlie 
contract is made. It has been aigued for the plaiunif more than 
once that he is not a member of the Association, and it is ihoreioro 
suggested, I would say, rather than contended, that in woiking 
out his liabilities under the contract form, he is entitled to be 
treated with more liberality than a memb r of the Association, 

I do not think that that need be seriously considered. The 
contract was mide for him by an agent who is a member of the 
Association, with another person who is also a member or the 
Association. The plaintiff was an undisclosed principal. The 
defendant knew nothing about him ; he made hi- contract with a 
member of rhe Association, on an Association form, binding both 
parties to the contract to abide by the rules of the ikssociation. 
It cannot be, and I do not think it has been diiectly contended 
that the plaintiff is not as much bound as his agent would have 
been bound bad he been in reality, what he appeared to be, 
a principal. This is not an isolated dealing; the plaintiff in 
employing Ravji Narsang knew quite well what sort of contracts 
he was empowering him to make ; and what he did, what the 
agent did 1 mean, in the exercise ot his delegated power, appears 
to have been entirely within the scope of his ordinary ard 
legitimate authority as plaintiflr^s agent. Moreover for one part 
at least of his case the plaintiff himself strongly relies upon a 
rule of the A'^^sociation imported by reference into this contract. 
It does not theretore lie in his mouth to repudiate oi her rules 
similarly imported. 

Exhibit A is the contract in suit ; it contains these words 

contract is made subject to the rules framed by the Bombay United 
Sice Merobanfa Association# Each party is bound to act in accoi dance with the 

*'^A1I other conditions relating to the hahala^ are in accordance with 
Ih^ aforesaid rules. Each party admits that he is fully aware of the 
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Eiile 14 &ays : — 

All kinds o! disputes lehting to %aidanct> soudas shall be decided only in the 
manner meniioned in those niles^ and the elusive authoiity in all respects to 
decide stch disputes, shall accoidnig to these luies rest mth the Sub-Coromittee 
and the Association. . . The Sub Committee and the Association as 

mentioned m these luhs bring an end to or decide the matteis placed before 
them, as they may think proper and each paitj to the lahala bhall be deemed 
as bound to accept the same as Jinal decision. ’ 

Now I may observe on that at once that it goes beyond the 
punciple. It does amount to excluding the jurisdiction of the 
Courts altogether : se&Coim^a Oil Limled v, Koegler 

Any stipulation that the award of an arbitrator shall be accepted 
as final does restrict the rights of the conti acting parties to 
invoke the aid of the ordinary Oouits^ and to that extent appeal’s 
to me to be void: see Ranga v. Gitliiija 

Then the rule goes on — 

“ And any paity tu the hah'ihs slnll be at liberty to go to a Couit in 
connection With the aforesaid so only for the puipose of enforcing the 
decision tlial is given in accordance with what is wiitten in these rules.” 

That again appears to me to go a long way beyond the 
principle. 

The rule concludes with a penal clause providing that if any 
member does not abide by what has been quoted his name shall 
be struck ofi from the Association. That, I think, is within its 
powers, but it is not a matter into which I have now to inquire. 

Then comes rule 46 which is of a very sweeping character, 
first, it vests a general meeting of the Association in the last 
lesoit with plenaiy powders to supply all deficiencies in the rules 
themselves and all disabilities on the part of the Sub-Committee. 
And it says that all persons concerned shall be bound by what- 
ever decision may be arrived at by that body in regard to such 
matters. It continues — 

^‘Biit iu conuectioa with the halalm made in puisuance of these rules, or 
in conneetioii with any Lind of business i elating thereto no party to a hahala 
shall ha at liberty to go to Court in any way with regard to the said hahalm 
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so long as lio may be able to gat all kinds of lawM decisions from the Sub- 
committee or the Bice Mei chants Association. In other words it is to be 
understood that evety pei^on or persons eiiterirg into the l^^haiaB in accord- 
ance with what is wiiiten above appoints by these iiiles iho Snb-Com- 
miLtee and the Association as its aibitiators and filial mnpiio, and as to the 
decision which will be given in accoidanco with what is wriltcii in these 
lules, the same shall be legaided as the arbitiatoi’s awaid.^* 

I pause to remark the ambiguity of such words as all sorts of 
lawful decisions.’^ That of course leaves a very wide door open. 
Any one may say^ as the plaintiff now says^ that he could not 
obtain any soit, let alone all soits, of lawful decision out of the 
Sub-Committee or the geneial assembly of the Association. 

The rule goes on — 

Such being the case every person entering into a lahala shall have to go 
before the Sub-Committec or to the Absociation for getting any matter 
relating to the lahala decided ; and if he may not have been able to enforce 
the dec’sion given by them in accordance with these inles, then in that 
case, he cm go to Comt only foi enfoicing snth decision/' 

That is the rule upon which the defendant chiefly relies. It is 
of peculiar importance as constituting the Sub-Committee arbitra* 
tors, and the Association the final umpire of all matters in 
disputes over mida midas. And the question of course is whether 
to that extent it is not quite a lawful agreement which the 
Courts would enforce. So much of it as compels members to 
accept any decision as final, I have already said, is in my opinion 
unlawful, and would not be recognized to the extent of shutting 
any member of the Association out of the regular Courts. 

Now although the plaintiff did not submit his grievance 
in person to the general assembly of tbe Association, he lost no 
time in protesting against the late fixed at the meeting of 
tbe both November 1906, and as a matter of fact a oeaeial 
meeting was called, and all that is in contemplation in Kule 48 
seems to have been done. It is true that the plaintiff was 
not present. But that was his own choice. He refused to a tend 
any more meetings of the Association after the 30th November, 
because what bad happened there had, he -ays, convinced Mm that 
he mnU mt hope for fair treatment. But he sent in lawyer's 
MWts, and therefore made it plain that he had a grievance of the 



2 ? 


TOL XXXIV] BOMBAY SERIES. 

kind contemplated. Tlientbe Association called a meeting and 
we must suppo'se that all that the plaintilF nad advanced in his 
letters was duly considered, with the result that the proceedings 
of th% meeting of the 30th November and the arate fixed at it 
were confirmed So that really the only question open is 
whether the plaintiff can come into Court to question the finality 
of that decision. I am quite clear that he can. To hold other- 
wise would put a practic illy unlimited power in the hands of 
men who^ judging from what I have seen of them in this case, are 
certainly not fit to be entrusted with it. Suppose that when 
the rate had been fixed on the SOth November the plaintiff: had 
immediately filed a suit ; then it would have been open to the 
defendants to move the Court under section 19 of the Indian 
Arbitration Act to stay proceedings till such submission as is 
contemplated in Rule 46 had been duly made ; and the Court 
would then have considered whether this was the proper couise. 
In fact this was actually done hy the defendants although as far 
as I can see all that the rules required had been done^ and all 
arbitration proceedings properly or improperly so called under 
the rules of the Association, had ended. That application was 
heard by my learned brother Davar in chambers* It was 
apparently argued at length, and Davar, J*, refused to stay this 
suit under section 19 of the Indian Arbitration Act. In those 
circumstances especially having regard to the fact that the 
general body of the Association did meet and decide the points 
upon which the plaintiff now craves the judgment of the Court, 
the question narrows down to this^ is the plaintiff shut out by 
any term of his contract from coming into Court and challeng- 
ing the finality of the decision made against him by the Rice 
Merchants Association ? If he is, then he is most certainly 
deprived of his ordinary common law right. For there is no 
^ decision in his favour, which he could, according to the rules, 
come into Court to enforce. So that his position would be this* 
He had a serious controversy with members of the body, involv- 
ing charges of partiality and misconduct but he is wholly 
precluded from agitating those matters in a Court of law in the 
terms of the rules to which he is a subscribing member. The 
absurdity of this contention is that it shuts every dissatisflqd 
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party out o£ Court, It is only those in whose fa\oiir the 
assembly of the Association has pronouncecl that may go to 
Court to enforce that decision. Those ogaiiist wlioio it has 
decided have no remedy. That I think is a piopo^tion^^hidi 
needs only to be stated to cauy on its face its own riiuiaiion. 
Doubtless the Association may expel^ if so ad^ised^ any of its 
members who break this rule and insist upon biinging their 
grievances to trial in a Court of law. 


But assuming for the purposes of this discussion that the 
procedure provided for the settlement of disputes by the 
rules of the Association is really piocedure by arbitration^ 
then at most it might he contended that until any dis- 
satisfied member had tried his chances in the way provided 
by the rules he could not be heard in a Court of law. And 
that brings us back to this point;, that if there is anything at all 
in this contention it is exactly what -would be material in any 
contention of the samekind advanced under section 10 of the Indian 
Arbitration Act. And that again is always preliminary;, and is to 
be decided in limine* as it was decided in this suit. Supposing 
that Davar, J.^ decided it wrongly^ and I should be very slow to 
think that he did, what is the result ? Only wimt might always 
happen, reV., that a reference to arbitration had proved abortive. 
Courts are not infallible, and as long as they have to decide in 
each case brought before them whether a suit ought or ought 
not to be stayed for the reason given now by the defendant 
there is always an equal chance that it will not be stayed, To 
go beyond that and, at the close of the trial, to contend that the 
plaintiff cannot have the benefit of the litigation at all (if he 
should prove successful), because a reference to arbitiation was 
not carried out in w^hole or in part, seems to me an extremely 
strange proposition. Indeed, I do not really know how the 
defendant would work it out. If the Court were to hold that 
Rule 46 required reference of the pariiciikr matters now in suit 
' to Ike lurbitration of the Sub-Committee and after them to a 
general meeting of the Association, does the defendant say that 
the 'Court should dismiss the suit and remit the plaintiff to 
i umiBU mod in December 1906 ? What would be the result 
I f Ctoly tlmt ike plaintif wcmld haye to go through the 
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form (i£ he could get anyone now to listen to him) of appealing 
to the Sub-Committee and again to a general meeting to rescind 
all the resolutions and acts done and passed in November and 
December 1908^ failing which I presume he would have to 
re-open this suit and pursue his remedy once more through exactly 
the same tedious and expensive litigation* If the defendant 
was dissatisfied with Davar J/s chamber order why did he not 
then appeal ? I am not aware of any law or principle which 
could be vouched for the extraordinary proposition that a suit 
which has after a long hearing come to an end should be stayed 
for the purpose of sending one of the parties back to an already 
pre-judged arbitration* I must therefore overrule that objection 
and find upon the eleventh issue^ that the plaintiff can have the 
judgment of the Court on the matter put in issue before it, 
notwithstanding anything in Eules 14 and 46 of the Kice Mer- 
chants Association to the contrary. 
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Seemingly connected with and referable to the same principles 
as the question just dealt with is another, namely, whether the 
plaintifl' in this suit is bound by the I'ate fixed by the Sub- 
committee or its dolegaies at the meeting of the 30th November 
1906. Whether the fixing of the vaida rate, under Rule SO of the 
Association, is, when all the rules are read together, to be 
regarded as the award of arbitrators, the result of a reference to 
arbitration, or only so by a loose analogy, it is plain that this 
is an altogether different question from that which disputes the 
plaintiff^s right under the rules to come into Court at all. For 
assuming that this is an arbitration award, it has been given. It 
is finished ; the arbitrators are fundi officio* And the plaintiff, 
as far as that award is concerned, and that only, has undoubted- 
ly the right to come to Court and challenge it on the ground that 
4/ho arbitration itself was improperly procured, or that the arbi- 
trators were partial or were guilty of misconduct* It is only 
when we read Rule 14 with Rule 46 that the preliminary question 
takes definite form. 


It may very well be doiibted whether when we read Rules 14j 
8f and 46 together, the Association meant to leave anything 
open for subsequent challenge or dispute touching the rate 
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fixed under Eule 30. All the disputes which are contemplated 
seem to be disputes between member and member about vaida 
and other contracts^ not a dispute about the correctness of the 
rate decided upon to be the standaid of settlernenL^'In that 
connection it is important to pay careful attention to the word- 
ing of Eule 30. The rule says nothing about impartial persons. 
It only says that the Sub-Oommittee shall fix the rate ; and all 
members of the Association shall be bound by that rate and 
shall pay or receive difFeiences on the basis of it, and that vshould 
any member make default in settling on the said bisis^ he shall 
be subject to any orders which the Sub-Committee may make in 
that matter. Now it looks as though the concluding clause 
contemplated possible disputes to arise after the rate has been 
fixed, and Rule 37 provides inter alia, as I understand it, for 
the settlemet of such disputes. Then no doubt it would be 
necessary that the persons entrusted with making the settlement 
should not be the parties to the dispute, and should in that sense 
be impartial. But considering the nature of the Association and 
its composition, it might very well be that no quorum of im- 
partial men, in the sense of men having no contracts for the 
miduj could be found ; and so I suppose the Association would 
not insist upon that special qualification. And as a matter of 
fact when we look into what has been done it is clear that the 
Sub-Commitee has comprised men who had vaida contracts. If, 
as the plaintiff now contends, it should have consisted of at least 
ten or elven members, it is obvious that it might frequently 
have been impossible to find so many or anything like so many 
out of a body of, say, forty or fifty, all rice dealers who 
had no forward contracts. So that while no doubt^ under 
the general language I have already quoted from Rule 46, 
all these proceedings are declared to partake of the nature of 
arbitration proceedings, the only proceedings which might fie 
thought to bear a close analogy to, and be governed by the 
principles applicable to w^hat the law understands by arbitration, 
are those which would be called for when a dispute had arisen 
after the fixing of the vaida rate, between members of the 
Adssociation upon ether jpoinfs of settlement. And it is only 
WM ^ membe^e ha^ failed to hate recourse to those proceedings 
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before coming into Oonrfc^ that the preliminary objection could 
properly be taken, and then, it appears to me, only in a particular 
way, by motion to stay the suit till the agreement to submit to 
arbitration had been fulfilled. 

That is of course an entirely different thing from the conten- 
tion I now have to examine, that the plaintiff is bound by the 
vaida rate fixed on the 30th Movember 1906. For rightly or 
wrongly that was fixed. If the plaintiff be held to have agreed 
to submit that qestion to arbitration, nolens volens he has sub- 
mitted it to arbitration. He sajshe did not want to ; that he 
was dissatisfied with the arbitrators, and still more dissatisfied 
with their award ; but at any rate the awax’d was made. The 
resultant question is the co nmon question whether or not the 
plaintiff is entitled to have that award set a^ide as far as he is 
concerned on the grounds of misconduct partiality, and so forth. 
And as to that of course there can be no preliminary bar at all. 
So that we must keep it distinct from the former question, 
which is of a pieliminary kind, and if answered in the defend- 
ant's favour, would result in the suit being stayed, and the 
parties remitted to the contemplated arbitration. 

Now though by analogy, and really too in the last analysis, 
this fixing of the vaida rate was an act of arbitration (for 
what else could it be?), looking to the scope and character of all 
the rules together it can hardly be treated from the same legal 
standpoint as quite normal arbitrations. The first principles 
of ordinary arbitration require that the parties should be heard 
before the axbitrators, and that the arbitrators should be 
impartial (I speak now quite generally). But under Eule 30 it 
is plain that no hearing was contemplated or ever in fact took 
place since the toonding of the Association. Nor, as I have 
alrc idy pointed out, is it likely that in view of the restricted 
fiel 1 from which the arbitrating body had to be chosen, impar- 
tiality in the strict sense was made, or was ever intended to be 
mide, an indispensable qualification. In the history of the 
Association there can be no doubt that before the 30th November 
1 06 many members who had mida contracts sat on the Sub- 
Cpmuiittee appointed to fix the mida rate. And it would appear 
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from the tenor of the plaintiff’s concluding arguments that he 
does admit that under the terms of his contract he w5uld have 
been bound by a rate fixed in accordance with the rules. Practi- 
cally no doubt he would, though for the sake of coii'iistency I must 
again point out that any contract, not only to refer to arbi* 
tration, but to accept the award as absolutely final, goes beyoml 
the true principle. That is to say, even if the rate had boon fixed 
strictly according to the rules, I doubt whether any member 
who was dissatisfied might not come to Court and try to get the 
rate set aside on such grounds as fraud or misconduct. I 
say the practical result would be much the .same as though no 
such course were open to him, because, if all the rules had been 
followed it is hard to believe that any Court would interfere in 
favour of a dissatisfied member. But I do not doubt at all that 
the Court would have the power to do so for sufficient reason. 

And in this connection I may take up an argument which pro- 
perly belongs to the consideration of the preliminary objection, 
namely, that even if the rules are rightly construed to mean 
that it is only for the settlement of other disputes, not for the 
settlement of disputes about the actual fixing of the ‘oaiia rate, 
that a scheme of arbitrators was framed, still where in fixing the 
rate under Eule SO there has been such a wide departure from 
what the rules enjoined as to make the whole of that proceed- 
ing invalid, a dissatisfied member would be absolved by that 
initial illegality from all further duty of obedience to the rest 
of the rules. If, however, I am right in keeping these two 
matters separate, I do not think that it would necessarily follow 
that a member of the Association who was dissatisfied with the 
manner in which the rate was fixed would necessarily be at 
liberty to ignore all other provisions in the Eules, sending him 
before other bodies of the Association for redress, and come at 
once into Court. The fixing of this cawld rate is a matter in 
which presumably all or a majority of the Association would 
atwsiys be interested, and in respect of which there would be a 
recurring dispute (potential at any rate) between those to whoso 
interest it was to have a high, and those to whose interest it 
have a low, rate fixed. And therefore the abspluteness 
Wfttt #aeh the rule lays down the procedure, as well as the 
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iimniier in which it compels obedience in the immediate results 
of the procedure, seems to me to indicate that when the 
Association framed their rales^ they inteniionally put the fixing 
of the mid t late on a different footing from oidinary accidental 
personal di^puto^:. and did not contemplate any exception being 
taken to it. That view, however^ I must admit is Aveakened by 
what has happened in the present case, for after the pi lintiff^s 
party had seceded and sent in lawyer’s letters, it appears that 
the Association did reconsider the question and (in the obsence 
of the pliintiiT avIio refused to attend) reaffirmed the v^nda rate* 

But the really important question which aii^^es as soon as we 
have mo/e or less suce-sfully cleired the way to it through the 
intricacies of these Rules, seems to bo whether in the particular 
instance any member of the Association is bound by the vakht 
rate fixed on the SOth November 1906 ? The plain tiiF says no, 
for the folIoAving among other reasons : — 

1. That the whole proceeding went on in violation of the 
rules. 

2, Thai) one at leist of tho^o who ^ervtd on the Sub- 
committee to fix this vaich rate was not a member of the Sub- 
Committee at all. 

I admit, says the plaintiff", that 1 was bound to accept 
the rate fixed for the vaiditj in accordance with the rules 
but I was not bound beciuse I never contracted to accept 
a rate which was fixed, not according to the rules, but in a 
manner Avhieli certainly I had never contemplated, and did not 
assent to. Audit was added thit Avhat happened at the meeting 
when looked at in the light of this contention was immaterial, the 
point being not whether protests Avere or were not made, but 
* the fact that the lules did not authorize Avhat was done. 

There is however a way of looking at thR question Avhich would, 
or at least might, make the plaintiff^s conduct at the meeting 
materiah For, if although owing to differences of opinion the 
original intention of appointing a committee of twelve in accord- 
ance with the rules could not bo carried out, yet the plaintiff 
and all others present did consent to a substitution of aiiothej: 
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tribunal for the tribunal provided by the ruleSj fchea to that 
extent it might be reasonably contended that they njacle Bansi 
Devraj, Amarchand and Morarji their aibitratoib ioi the purpose 
of fixing the rate, and would in consequence be liound by the 
award given, unless it could be shown that it was proouied in such 
away that a Court of J ustico would set it aside tor that or some 
other sufficient reaon inhering in the composition or conduct 
of the arbitrating body. 

Now let me look a little more closely into the materials 
upon which the rival contentions are based. "When the 
Association was founded^ or at any late when the rules 
were drawn up, in March 1902, rule 2 appointed the Sub- 
committee. It consisted of four officio and eight appointed 
members. The rale does not say that the Committee shall 
consist of twelve persons. It merely names twelve persons, 
and constitutes them to be the first Sub-Committee. But it does 
appear to mean that four at least (the esB officio members) shall 
alwdyB be members of the Sub-Commirtee, and the implication 
of course is that the total number would exceed four. On the 
other hand, I do not find anything to lend colour to the contention 
that twelve was the minimum number or that there was (unleas 
we take the four cic officio members to be an irreducible mini* 
mum) any minimum number. And looking to the com be of 
business in the Association and what we know has been done 
and passed unquestioned, I doubt whether there is as much 
force as the plaintiff thinks m hi:^ argument that the Sub-Com- 
mittee of November 30th was incompetent because it consisted 
of only three members. All sorts of business is entrusted to 
this Sub-Committee, which is no doubt a standing Sub-Oommittoe* 
And rule 30 certainly says, this Sub-Committee shall fix the 
mida rate. But I am not prepared to go the length of saying 
that that means necessarily the whole of this Sub-Oommittee. 
We must remember that the rules are very loosely, often very 
badiy^ worded. I’hey appear to have been drafted by the Bice 
"Merchauis fbemselves without legal assistance. And I look upon 
l||em as iniehded to give a general, rather than an absolutely 
?aiid accurate description, of the manner in which the 
iusineas of th|l Association wu'i to be conducted, and 
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its disputes were to be composed Some elasticity of consteuc- 
tion ought I tbmk to be permitted. And it is shown that on 
one previous occasion at any late the taida rate was fixed by 
four fhembers only. No exception appeals to ha\8 been taken 
by anyone to that depaikire from the oidmary procedure. The 
ordinary procedure^ I may add, appears to have been to nominate 
some twenty membeis or so and then to select twelve from them 
at the meeting called to fix the va^dcl Now that again shows 
how difficult it is to keep to any literal interpretation of the 
rules. For as far as this record goes, unless I am mistaken, 
the Court has not been told that the number of the Sub-Com- 
mittee was so much enlaiged as to make the naming of twenty 
persons, all members of it, possible. And yet naming others 
who were not members of the Sub Committee as eligible for 
selection to fix the mula seems to imply that the literal application 
of Eule 80 had ceased to le insisted on. If in that important 
particular, a particular be it noted on which the plaintiff much 
relies when he objects to the inclusion of Morarji in this 
Sub- Committee, then why not in other particulars which are 
not even piescnbed ioiidem verbis by the rules, such as the 
minimum number, and so forth. 

However that may he, the material facts are that the Associa** 
tion, as all such Associations natuially would, includes buyers 
and selleis, or as we may cill them for convenience Bulls and 
Bears The Bulls want a high rate fixed ; the Bears want a 
low late fixed And imdei lying all this is of course a suspicion, 
to put it no higher, that a considerable number at any rate of 
these so-called vaida contracts are purely speculative, even 
gambling. The Bulls mean to force a high rate and «o profit 
by the differences ; in the same way the Bears want to force a 
^ low rate and in their turn make their profit out of differences. 
In such contracts it may very well be doubted whether the 
parlies have in contemplation anything more than the differences 
upon their speculative dealings which will be determined by the 
midci> rate. Plaintiff was a Bull and the defendant was a Bear 
for this vaida. A few days before due date, plaintiff seems to 
have got wind, or suspected an intention on the part of the 
Bears to force m unfairly low rate on the Association* Theory* 


8^ 




Mumi 

IXJSIAG 

u 

Bansi 

Detbaj. 




THE INDIAN LAW EEPOETS. [TOL. XXXlY. 


36 


1909, 


MuiJi 

TE^siiiia 

t?. 

Eaijsi 

Be TEA J. 


tically of course the clue date rate should correspond itli the 
actual market rate. Rule 30 provides that the more fact that 
it does not exactly correspond with the market late^ is not to 
be a ground of objection. But it clearly means no niurh than 
that the Sub-Committee is not infallible, and indicates that the 
object in view is to fix a fair market rate of the daj^. It 
appears from the accounts which the plaintiff and his witness 
give of the jneeting that the Bears were in the majority. And 
there were rumours flying about a day or two pievioiis that an 
unfairly low rate V ould be fixed. On the 2Jth a preliminary 
meeting had been summoned at which twenty names had Leen 
put forward, and according to the summons the meeting of the 
SOth was to select from them twelve to form the Sub«Commitfee 
to fix the tmda. Alarmed at what was going foiward the Bulls 
went to their Solicitors and got letters written to the Association 
protesting against any unfaiily low rate being fixed. These 
letters were read at the meeting of the SOth and gave rise to all 
the trouble which has followed. Instead of proceeding at once 
to business and choosing twelve men to serve on the Sub-Com- 
mittee, Morarji appears to have asked the plaintift* (v hen I say 
the plaintiff I mean of course his representative) what his 
objection stated in the letters really was. To thi^ the plaintift* 
and bis friends replied by nominating on behalf of their party, 
five men, including Morarji himself. Then one of these was 
rejected, and Morarji said that if they took up that attitude for 
the Bulls it would be necessary to nominate four men from 
among the Bears, Then a member, Karamsi, rose and said that 
at this rate they would never get to business, and he would 
name three men who would command the full confidence of all 
to fix the rate. He accordingly named Amaichancl, the President 
of the Association, and one of the plaintiffs own men, Morarji, 
whom the plaintiff had himself first named, and Ransi BevraJ"' 
who is a defendant. This was seconded by Bhaia and according 
to the defendant and the minutes was carried by a show of 
bands nmine dmeniienie* Bbimsey Bbanji and Fateh Mahomed, 

5 l^ho Wte all Bulls, swear that so far from this proposition being 
f!#tried unanimously they vehemently protested, but no attention 
’ to! them. 
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Now snpposCj, for the sake of argument^ that the defendant's 
\ orsion is true^ what would be the position ? Surely an informab 
but; not the less quite a reasonablej submission to arbitration 
on lintis somewhat analogous to, although no doubt difiereiit 
fiom, the oi’dinary lines laid down by the rule<^ If knowing, as 
they all then did, that Eansi Devraj was a Bear, and even 
supposing that they had luiking doubts about Moral ji, yet as 
far as I can sec having no moic reason then than now to know 
that he was against them, while they w^ere quite ^ure that the 
most influential nrm of the th^ee (Ainarchand) was on their 
side, they did accept these three men to fix the i-aie, taking 
their chance of one certainty pins one doubtful factor, against 
one adverse certainty, how’’ could it be said that they did not 
submit the question to the decision of those three men, or that 
when they found that that decision "was unfavorable they could 
lepucliate it for that and that reason alone? Bhimsey, who is 
a \ery bad witness I may remark, says that he did not object to 
the men but to the proceedings. Immediately after he makes 
it plain that he did object to tlie men. But what seems to me 
more impoitant is that he waited to sec what rate they would 
fix. He was still taking his chomce. So, though Bhimsey 
Bhanji and Fateh Mahomed say they protested against the 
constitution of tlie Sub-Committee it appears that they both 
waited for the announcement of the rate. I should have said 
perhaps that although Morarji evidently took the names 
mentioned by Bhimsey Bhanji to be those of Bulls, the witnesses 
themselves say that they only wanted impartial men, neither 
Bulls nor Bears, and that the names they gave, were those of 
men ’who to the best of their belief had no contracts for that 
vaida. Fateh Mahomed says that he went to tea after lodging 
his protest through Dhanji and Bhimsey, but it is clear that he 
waited to hear the rate, because he says he accompanied the 
other two, when the meeting broke up, to their solicitors to lodge 
another protest* 

Now the defendant contends that Rule 46 is wide enough to 
give the Association power to deal in a diflSculty like this, with 
the eniergent question of settling the rate and to authorise the 
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settlement to be made ui a way which is not apparently the 
otclinaiy way or the way in which the Rules iiieaiit that it 
should he fixed. I do not attach much impoitaiicc to that. I 
apprehend, though I confess that I coiistmo tlie-^o verlio^c and 
intricate rules wuth a good deal of diffidence^ that the intention 
was where necessary to call a special meeting of the Association 
for any special emeigency. No emeigeiicy was in contemplation 
when the meeting of the 80fch November was summoned. It 
had been preceded by the meeting of the 24tli and there was no 
reason to foresee any hitch or need to depart from the leeognijised 
procedure. The meeting of the BOth was a large meeting and 
a fairly representative meeting. That cannot be denied. But 
it was not summoned as a special general meeting to deal with 
a particular difficulty, nor when the difficulty did arise W’'cs any 
attempt made to meet it in that way. Unless indeed it can be 
argued that putting a proposition before the meeting and getting it 
carried in supersession of the ordinary rule w^ent so far, I doubt it. 
I doubt whether if the plaintiff's party really protested, as they 
swear they did, and went on protesting, it could be held in any 
Court of law that merely by reason of their formal contract term 
to accept a rate fixed in accordance with the rules, any one of 
them upon the premises so far assumed would be bound to accept 
this rate. If I am so far right, it will be seen that the sustain- 
ability of this objection may really turn very largely upon what 
plaintiff considered relatively immaterial, namely, vhetber in 
fact he did object and persist in his objection when the departure 
from the rules was made- Upon this point there is a great 
conflict of evidence : man for man the defendant's witnesses are 
immeasurably better than the plaintiff^s. But no Judge of 
experience cares to be too much influenced by demeanour and 
demeanour alone. The cool and hardy liar often makes an 
infinitely better witness to all outward appearance than the 
nervous, excitable, irritable man who is easily drawn by counsel, 
and while really speaking the truth or more of it than the other, 
makes a very poor show in the witness box ; so that I will not 
press too hardly on the witnesses for the plaintiff merely because 
they impressed me most unfavourably. And if It were merely a 
question of weighing the evidence given by the witnesses them* 
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selves on both sides, I should not hesitate to accept the story of 
the witnesses for the defence. But before doing that, I cannot 
shut m;^eye3 to other considerations affecting the probabilities 
of these rival versions of what took place at the meeting. 
Considering that the plaintiff had protested in advance, that he 
admittedly opened the discussion, by insisting upon having 
impartial iiion or at least men whom he declared or thought to 
be impartial on the Committee, considering further that when 
this proposal fell through, one at least of the three men named 
was a known seller on a large scale and that immediately after 
the rate was published the plaintiff went straight off to his 
solicitors to protect again, and that his pai'ty published in the 
papers a contradiction of the authorized vei’sion of the meeting to 
which the Association had at once given publicity, I must allow 
that there is, as plaintiff alleges, a considerable antecedent 
improbability that he would have assented unconditionally to 
the nomination and appointment of the three men to fix the 
rate. The point is how far that antecedent probability ought 
to be allow ed to outweigh the positive and, as far as I can see the 
strong and good evidence of defendants witnesses supported 
by the minute book of the proceedings ? It is after all a qualified 
probability to this extent, that while no doubt it is most unlikely 
that the plaintiff and his friends were really pleased with what 
was being done, it by no means follows that they were so 
dissatisfied as to carry their eaily protests to the length of 
sotting the authority of the Association openly at defiance and 
refusing to accept a majority vote. 
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Some light too is thrown upon the conflicting accounts of 
what really did take place at the meeting by the subsequent 
• correspondence. Exhibit Q is the letter which the plaintiff’s 
sblicitors were instructed to write immediately after the meeting 
while every fact was fresh in the minds of the persons instruct- 
ing them. Then too, if ever, the plaintiff’s paity must have been 
smarting under a sense of their recent injuries and defeat. If 
everything had been carried in a high-handed way, as the plaint- 
iff now alleges, surely they w'ould have made that an additional 
ground of protest. But do they? Not at all. Their objection is 
restricted to the disqualification they urge against two of the 
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members. It turns upon their allegation that both Eaiisi Devraj 
and Morarji were interested^ as sellers for that laida and they 
deliberately pin it do\vn to the woids of Rule 3 >. It might be 
replied that the Com t would be hasty in assuming tint tlio 
solicitor^ letter necessarily contains eveiy thing tint Ins been 
poured into his ears by two or thiee indignant clitntb* My own 
shoit e^eperienee on this side of tlio Coint has Oionn mt that 
as a rule attorneys do not eir on the side of biinity or concise- 
ness, But I Will not lay too much sir( s*- on that. J will allow 
that a wise attorney might excicise liis own disc iimiimih n in 
selecting from too abundant mateiials those winch he thought 
would best ser\ e the interests and the purpose of his clients. 
And therefore it is of course possible tint the plaintirf^s solicitois 
thought that the strongest feature in his case uas uliat appear* 
ed to them to be the infraction of Rules 30 and 35 ; Tiliile the 
supplementary points arising out of the conduct of the ireetiog 
and the manner in which the Sub-Committee was appointed 
were deemed to be compaiatively unimportant and negligible. 
But it is a little strange in view of Bhim^ojPs stateniPiit that it 
was the procedure and not the nicu he objected to, to find that 
he there and then goes off to his legal advisers and instructs 
them to complain of the men and nob of the proeidiiie. Nor 
does this letter stand alone On the lOfch Deeembei atiei the 
aggrieved parties had had ample time to delibcnto and uiange 
their complaints, they again insti net their solicitors to write to 
the Association. The letter is Exhibit S, And here again wo 
find no specific complaint of procedure though the letter certainly 
does seem to be to contctin in^truciions that the instructing 
persons were not satisfied with it* But there is something in it 
which is more important, lending colour as it does to the conjee- 
tuie I have hinted at, that while the plaintiff’s paily opposed 
the nomination o£ the three men who wore appointed by a 
majority to fis the rate, they did not carry their oppositio i 
farther than the initial stage. One at least of the dissentient 
memhefs appears to have instiucted the solicitois to say that 
finding farther opposition hopeless he allowed the majority to 
have their way. Now that is precisely what I should have 
thor^ht frooi the fact that Bhimsejr Bhanji and Fateh Mahomed 
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all waited for the announcement of the rate^ most probably did 
happen in the case of all of them. When they found that 
their own idea of getting a composite committee containing four 
at least »f their own nominees appointed impracticable, and the 
sense of the meeting so pi dnly against them, it is natural that 
they should have accpiiescod, sullenly perhaps, but still acquiesced 
in the motion put by Kaiamsi, For that at any rate gave them 
on the whole much bettor clnnces than, according to their views, 
they were likely to have if the committee had consisted of any 
twelve men picked up from that meeting. Obsci v e that they 
say there were only three or four Bulls picscnt. In such a 
committee their nominees would have been outnumbered, and 
owing to the undisguised manner and motives of election, they 
could have expected but little consideiation from their opponents. 
Whereas in this select committee of three they had a very 
reasonable prospect of seeming a majority It is therefore less 
improbable than at first sight it appeared, that the plaintiff 
should have acquiesced in the appointment of Amarchand, 
Morarji and Ransi Deviaj to fix the late ani if the'* plaintiff did 
so consent, although only tacitly, I think it would be difficult 
to say that he was not bound by the aw aid, unless he could get 
it set aside on any of tlie grounds upon winch awards, otherwise 
lawful and legular in inception, may be set aside. 

Thus rat of the proltxbi itie-.. Now I turn to the evidence. 
As 1 have ali m ly ^al I I i gx s t!i it of the defi iidants as much 
better ani mo.e t u-.t v nfc y thin that d the plamtifis. And 
not only this, bu« we hav i, the minutes ot the meeting, and these 
minutes positively c nroboiate the defendants. A great deal 
has been made, and vety naturally made m aigumeiit out 
of the mterhneation. Thi , interlineation consists of precisely 
the passage which according to tiie plaintifTthe defendant would 
have inserted had he had m mind a planned scheme to defeat 
the plaintiffs’ present cise. It says that after the nomination 
of the three as a special committee, full liberty was accorded to 
every member to speak and urge objections, but ‘‘ every member 
present at the meeting very willingly agreed to accept whatever 
rate the said three persons would unanimously fis,” Without the 
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interlineation the minutes would have gone on “ therefore as no 
body opposed the proposition the abovenained three gentlemen 
met for nearly half an hour, etc.’' And it appears to mo that 
really that passage was quite enough to servo the purposes of 
the defendants. It formed an undisputed part of the minutes, 
and it states the cardinal fact that there was no oppo-,ition. 
Whether anything is really gained by the amplifleation contain- 
ed in the interlineation, may bo douhr^d. But oven supposing 
it was an aftei-thought it was a speedy aftor-thou^ht. Fur it 
is certain that the words wore put in the no c > mnunique 
w'hich must have been sent oif th t ovonmg. The tvidaice, 
leaving more guess work aside for a momeut, is il.at the words 
which now appear as an interlineation ne.e in th- Secetaiy’s 
rough notes. And it certainly seems that they must have been, 
or they could Inrlly have got into the papcis the ne.VD morning. 
The evidence is that when the minute bool: was written up 
from the rough notes, these words were omitted, and when 
the book was submitted to Ransi Deviaj, and compared with the 
rough notes, he noticed the omission and ordeied the Secretary 
to write the missing passage in. It is contended for the plaintiff 
that this is, on the face of it, improbable, since the minute book 
as originally written runs on grammatically and consistently. 
But surely that might account for the omission. If there had 
been a break in construction, the copyist must have noticed it 
at once. But where, if the whole inteilincation bo omitted the 




wrong with the construction, it might well be that the word's 
had been left out through a loud fuh mistake. Another 
point taken by the plaintiff is that the rough notes arc 
lost. But I think nothing of that. Rather I should have 
thought it singular had they been preserved. When a Secre- 
tary takes down rough notes of what occuns at a meeting 
and afterwards writes them into the permanent minute 
book I behove that it is commoner for him to throw away or 
toy the yough note, than to keep them. This interlineation 
18 mitiaUed by Amarchand the President, showing that he 
awepWitscomctness and he is, if not actually a plaintiff 
toeif^ona of the plaintiff's men. At the subsequent meeting 
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of tlie 2Dtli December those minnies were put to the meeting in 
the usual waj and cairied and signed by the President (sec 
Exhibit 22). Ihiis the ofScid rccoid whidi I see no reason to 
Jonbt b^ars ont the testiinony of Eansi Devraj and Moraiji. And 
upon a careful considciation of all these matoials I must hold 
that the plaintiff did eonsciit to the appointment of Kansi 
Deviaj, Mororji and Amaichand to fix the rate. 

Doubtless a further question might arise on that whether 
doing so was within the scope of his authority as an agent, 
so to bind the real plaintiff, who was not present at the 
time, and that again would lead up to a consideration of 
the very difficult question how far in mercantile dealings 
of this general and more or less stereotyped character an 
agent has authority to bind his principal to submit to arbi- 
tration. For it might be said that while the plaintiff does net 
contest the authority of his agent Ravji Narsang to sign the 
contract form and so to bind him to abide by all its conditions, 
that authority does not go the length of making him the plaint- 
iff’s ropiesentative for selecting a wholly new body of arbitra- 
tors not contemplated by the Pules. And this in turn raises 
another question, namely whether assuming that the rate fixed- 
was binding upon ail who were present at the meeting, and 
must therefore constructively at any late be taken to have 
assented to the constitution of a new tribunal of arbitration, it 
would have the like effect upon other members who were not 
present. To answ^er that, which is really the practical question 
raised, it is necessary to consider I think not only from the 
strictly theoretical legal, but from praciical mercantile side, 
what commonly happens in the conduct of such affairs. Where 
a body like the Rice Merchants Association meet to select a 
^Committee and then empower that Committee to fix a rate, X 
suppose that the procedure is very much like that of any other 
club or lay Association. Probably it was the intention of all to 
abide by the rules, assuming for a moment that the rules made 
a particular procedure imperative. But when it was found 
that owing to unexpected obstruction strict adherence to the 
rules would lead to m impmmf the sense of the meeting might 
oyerride the teebnical difficulty, and suggest a short cut to the: 
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desired solution. Thus a now pioposition like that of Karamsii 
might be put, and then if the meeting whicli was essentially 
a general meeting earned this proposition unanimously, which 
is what the evidence shows liappened on the SOtli November, I 
do not see '^h.j a Court should stickle too much over the terms 
of particular rules. The general meeting is m the last resort 
the legislature of all such bodies, and the sciiso of a general meet- 
ing ought to be enough, I should thiTik, to wan aid a foimal de«* 
parture from the orddnasy piocediiio I sav a i nnal <lef>arfure 
because after all what was caiind at lus ihe^ting and then 
done, does not appear to me inconsistent uith t e spiiit of the 
Rules. Nor was it after all such a vtiy starting innovation* 
On a previous occasion, as I have said, a very small Sub-Com- 
mittee fixed the xvitcs. It was not qiino so small as this, and 
I do not think it labouied under the one special delect upon 
which the plaintiff insists, that all its members were not mem- 
bers of the standing Sub-Committee, But the object of the Asso- 
ciation in procedure under Bulo 30 is to got a rate fixed to ho 
the standard of clifTerences. And if a general meeting chose to say^ 
For this raida we are content to take a rate fixed by three of 
our leading men, I do not think that this really constitutes any 
great deviation in punciple from what liule 30 intended. 
A good deal has been made out of the plain advantage that 
was to be secured by maintaining the members of the Sub- 
Committee at a high figure, say ten or twelve. But is this 
really so great *:an advantage as it is made to appear ? If 
the Committee consisted of ten Bears and only two Bulls, 
which might well happen, the Bulls wmuld be in a far wox'se 
position than if it consisted of one Bull and one Bear, and 
one doubtful member. For what do we find that the procedure 
in fixing the rates has ordinarily been ^ All the members^ 
apparently write down what they consider the mtila rate should 
be. It appears that first a rough measux’e is agreed upon, and 
all are bound not to vary moie than four annas above or below 
it* Then when all the members have stated the figure each 
Ins chosen, an average is struck and that average is accepted as 
the mida rate. Whether the body consists of three or te% 
litre u not likely to he much practical difference^ unless the 
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whole body be of one miiid^ when no doubt an unfair rate might 
easily be ainounccd. Now if we turn again to Eule 46 we 
find that the Association clearly contemplated cases of difiiculty 
and emergency, and that ib provided that in all such cases a 
general meeting of the As-^ociation should be called, and the 
decision is to bind all persons* Diihculties arising out of the 
Sub«Committee bein,^ liuailo to do the work are specially 
cont mplakcL And though^ as I have said, there is a difference 
betwem calling a g neial meiting as a last resort to surmount 
so ue untoriSbcn dilliculty of thai kind, and dealing with it 
at a general meeting at which it has arisen, the difference is 
less real than nominaL Of course it might be contended that 
as soon as it was Lnown that a general meeting was to be 
convened for the purpose of acting under Rule 46 every 
member who was interested in the point in dispute would 
attend, and insist upon having a hearing ; while if that were 
not known, anything might be rushed through an ordinary 
general meeting which might prove highly detrimental to 
absentees. I allow that there is a good deal of force in that. 
But we have to remember that in this instance there was a 
subsequent general meeting convened, with the object of allowing 
the malcontents to be heard. They would not attend, and in 
the result a general meeting did ratify what had been done at 
the previous general meetiug. And this introduces the principle 
of ratification upon which the defendant relies. The rule in 
In lie London and Wmo York IniesfMenf Oorpomiion^^^ and 
In Me Portugneie Consolidated Copper Mines Limifed^^^'^ might 
with little straining be extended to cover ^ the present case. But 
I am not quite sure that I ought to rest too confidently on those 
cases. In the first case the Memorandum of Association provided 
that preference shares might be issued on such terms as the Com'* 
pany should by special resolution determine. Preference shares 
were issued without any such special resolution. But at 
meetings subsequently held and attended by all classes of 
shareholders, resolutions were unanimously passed, adopting 
the terms under which the preference shares were issued. It 
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was held that the imperfect issue of preference shares was 
capable of latification and had been ratified. In the second 
case the Articles of Association of the Company provided that 
the shares should be allotted by the directors^ and that fae fiist 
directors should be appoint d by the subscribers to the Memoran- 
dutn of A'^sociation. An allotment was made at a meeting which 
the Courts sub'beque ntly held was irregular and the allotments 
were consequently invalid. Kotice of the allotments was sent 
on the following day to A. B. xi. refused to pay the allotment 
money on his shares, B, paid his to the Bankers under piotest, 
but the evidence failed to prove that either of them revoked his 
application, or repudiated his shares, on the ground of the 
allotment being invalid Later the Company brought an action 
against A. for the allotment money and recovered judgment. 
Later another meeting of directors was held at which only two 
attended and they passed a resolution, that the certificates of 
the shares allotted should be sealed and issued to the allottee=J. 
B. refused to accept the certificate of his shares, but did not 
distinctly repudiate the allotment. Another meeting of directors 
was held at which aU four in number attended, and the chair- 
man signed the minutes of the last meeting. At a later duly 
constituted meeting o£ the directors a resolution was passed 
formally confirming the allotment of shai es made at the previous 
meeting ot the 24tli October. A, B. then moved for a icctification 
of the register by striking out theii nan es. It was held that 
although the oiiginal allotment of shares vas invalid, it had 
been ratified by the Company and was binding on the allottees. 
It is, I think, plain that there are points which might distinguish 
that from the present case. The former appears to bo more 
directly in point. But there too there appears to have been no 
dissent or repudiation by any member of the Company at any 
time : just as in the latter case the allottees did not repudiate 
till long after the latification. Hero however we have to reckon 
with an immediate protest made before (accoiding to the view 
of the pJaintifi) the general meeting of the 23th December had 
ratified what was done atithe meeting of the 80th November. 
And on the whole I am very doubtful whether if there was any 
dopattute from the Rules at the meeting of the 30ih what was 
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done as a consequence of that departure could be made binding 
on any one who protested and refused to accept it before ratifi- 
cation, by a subsequent ratification on the 29 th December. 

But It is first important to be sure that there was any real 
violation of the Buie regulating the fixing of the mida rate. 
That Rule says that the Sub-Committee shall fix the rate. It does 
not say how many of the Sub-Committee, and though surely the 
natural reading of the rule would give by implication a com- 
mand that no one who was not on tho standing Sub-Committee 
could be associated with members who were on it, for the purpose 
of fixing the vaida, that conclusion seems to me to he somewhat 
shaken by the proved fact that some twenty names at least were 
submitted, from whom the Sub-Committee to fix the rate was to 
be chosen. Turn now to Rule 31. That provides that any three 
gentlemen of the above Sub-Committee may meet at Associa- 
tion’s room, and transact all the business of the Sub-Committee, 
but that without the sanction of the President or the Vice Pre- 
sident and the Secretary, they shall not be able to give any 
decision, and a decision given without such sanction shall be 
considered as null and void. Now that rule, while to a certain 
extent it may be thought to help the defendant as showing that 
three form a quoram of the Sub-Committoe tor the purpose of 
giving provisional decisions, yet on the other hand it fav ours 
the plaintiff inasmuch as it seems clearly to confine this kind 
of authority to members of the Sub-Commictee. I do not think 
that the Rules anywhere provide for the election of new members 
to the Sub-Committee And it might therefore bo open to the 
defendants to contend that when business bad to be done by tho 
Suh-Committee and the Sub-Committee only, a vote at a general 
meeting including, for the purposes of doing that business, a mem- 
ber who was not a member of the Sub-Oommittee was tantamount 
to appointing him a member of the Sub- Committee for that special 
purpose. But I doubt whether that would not be going too far 
in tho way of construction. And on the n hole I gravely doubt 
whether looking to the words of Rule 30, and to the fact that 
Morarji was not a member of the standing Sub-Commitcee the 
fixing of the rate at tho meeting of the 30th could bind anyone 
who was not present at that meeting and a consenting party to 
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the appointment of the three arbitrators, and who did protest 
before the proceedings of the meeting were ratified. 

I must observe here that I do not think that there is any force 
in the objection which the plaintiff took from the first &d has 
chiefly insisted upon ever since, namely, that these Arbitrators 
were not impartial withm the moaning of Rule 35. That Rule, 
as I have I hope, made plain in the earlier part of this judg- 
ment was framed in my opinion to meet altogetlior different 
disputes, than such as might be permanent and recurrent over 
the fixing of the vaida rate. I do not read that rule in the 
sense in which the plaintiff has read it from the first. Nor do 
I think that the Association ever intended to exclude from the 
Sub-Committee entrusted with the fixing of the vaida rate, 
every member of the Association who might have contracts 
for that vaida. So that, if as I find, the plaintiffs’ representa- 
tive, whom I have loosely called the plaintiff, was present at this 
meeting of the 30th and himself took part in the proceedings 
and acquiesced in the appointment of the three men as arbi- 
trators to fix the rate under Rule 30 I do not think that he could 
evade liability under the rate fixed for no better lenson than 
that one of the men had contracts on a large scale tor that viida. 
Ellis V. ZfojjpertO seems to me to be a strong authority tor this 
proposition, nor do II think that plaintiff was at all successful 
in his attempts to distinguish it. Such cases as he cited upon 
the broad general principle that no man interested may I e a 
Judge seem to me to turn on wholly diffirent considc*atious. 
Thus if the plaiuiiff him^elt had stood in the shoes ot his agent 
at this meeting I think that he would luve been bound by the 
rate which was then fixed, unless he could have shown that over 
and above what he now puts iorwar i as t e pnucipal ground, 
namely the disability under whieti lie knew at the time that one 
of the chosen arbitiators was laboui mg, there was some iiaud " 
or dishonesty against which the Court ■houIi! on general prin- 
ciples relieve him. 

Is the case altered because the plaintiff in person was not 
at the meetings ? I doubt it. It is true that Ido doubt veiy 
Bsrxottsly whether as the law stands an agent may bind his 
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principal to arbitration. But here the principal admits that he 
had allowed his agent to bind him to one bind of arbitration^ 
and it would be stretching the legal principlo which has already 
occasioiJed grave inconveniences in the larger mercantile com- 
munitie'^^ this couniry^ further than is either necessary or 
desirable to say that an rgent empoweied to pledge his princi- 
pal to one kind of arbituiiion is not empow^ered to pledge him 
to another^ which is^ in essence, after all, precisely the same* 
In my opinion the phintiff is bound b}" the mida rate which 
was fixed at the meeting of the 80th November, although I am 
not prepared to say that that raida rate would bind members 
'who w'^ere not at the meeting and piotested before the proceed- 
ings of that meeting were latificJ in the meeting of the 29th 
December. 

So far then as this point goes, namely, whether the plaintiff 
is bound by the rate fixed nothing remains to be considered 
but this, whether being fiist bound to the submission and 
consequent award fixing the rate^ he is fieed from that 
obligation by any misconduct or fraud or disability, on the 
part of or in, any of the persons conducting the arbitration. 
And to that I must give a shoit answer in the negative. As to 
the mere fact that one at least of these three was himself 
interested in contracts for that rndaf I have said enough to 
show, that in my opinion and having regard to the constitution 
of the nice Merchants Association, and the usual cour^ie of busi- 
ness here, the fact alone would not be and had never been thought 
to be a disqualification. And as to what was done by the special- 
ly appointed Committee, I do not find any trace anj’^where of so 
markedly an improper bias, or partmlity or misconduct, as 
would justify a Court in setting aside their award. True no 
parties were heard before them ; but then, for this particular 
business, no parties ever ai^e, and that must be taken to be a 
known and implied condition ofc* the submission We know 
exactly what did happen at this meeting. We know that Ransi 
Devraj suggested the lowest rate ; that v/as to be expected 
and if we lojk at the records of other meetings of this Sub- 
Committee we shall find that while some members suggest 
a high, others suggest a low rate. But the entire difference in 
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this meeting between the highest and the lowest rate suggested 
was inconsiderible. A mere matter of two annas and a half. 
Bearing in mind that Atuarchand was quite as interested in 
getting a high rate fixed, as Hansi Devraj was in gettinf^ a low 
rate fixed, while apparently Morarji was impartial. I would not 
&ay that Eansi Devraj’s suggestion to fix the rate 8-10-0 indicates 
any dishonest bias or partiality. It is much more important to 
note that Amarchand himself who is the plaintiff’s man did not 
put the rate higher than 8-12-6, while Morarji thought it ought 
to be 8-11-0. I am not therefore able to accede to the plaintiffi’s 
contention that the award of this body ought now to be set aside 
as baring been improperly procured or infected with fraud 
or partiality. 

Before dealing with the last material question, what was the 
true market rate for the big mill Bangoon rice on the 80th 
November 1906 I must say a few wtrds about one or two inci- 
dental points. The plaintiff sues on a contract. He alleges 
therefore a breach on the part ot the defendant. The defendant 
in his turn sues on the same contract by way of counterclaim j 
and it is contended that he cannot prefer any such claim because 
he does not even allege that there was any breach on the part 
of the pkintiffi The ordinary law on this subject is contained 
in section 93 of the Indian Contract Act. “ In the absence of any 
special promise the seller of goods is not bound to deliver them 
until the buyer applies for delivery.” Primarily, then, the 
initiative rests with the buyer, and if the buyer makes no de- 
mand in the absence of a special promise, no obligation lies on 
the seller to tender. But in this case the contract in suit was 
made subject to all tho Buies of the Association, and condition 4 
on tho back of the contract, (which is a compendious reproduc- 
tion of Rule 17 of the Association), runs as follows : “ Excepting 
the kahalas made, in the name of an incoming steamer, in con- 
nexion with other laida kahalas, during the mida period, 
whenever before the last five days of the vaida\ the party 
selling may give to tho party purchasing the deliveiy order in 
respect of the taida goods in accordance with the aforesaid 
pules, tho party purchasing is boqad to take the ssme, then, apd 
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thereafter he is bound to take the goods appertaining to such 
ordtr in acc jrdanco with these rnles The party selling is bound 
to send^tothe party purchasing the delivery order five days 
before the ^ast day of the vaida period/^ I confess that the 
first part of that rule does not convey a very clear meaning to 
my mind* But the upshot of it all seems to be that the seller 
must aend a delivery order to the buyer five clear days before 
due date. I now turn to Rule 17* It provide^ in plain English 
that a seller may send a delivery oidcr any time within the 
vaida period five clear days before the due date. Then the 
purchaser shall have to take that delivery order and the goods 
mentioned therein in pursuance of these Rules. The vendor 
shall have to send to the purchaser the delivery order at least 
five clear days before the last daj^ o£ the peiiocl mentioned in 
the contract — a purchaser will not be considered bound to accept 
any delivery order that is received after that time^ but both the 
parties shall be bound to recei\e and pay the profit and loss 
according to the difiference between the rate fixed or settled on 
the due date, and the rate mentioned in the Tcabali and the 
receipt and payment in respect thereof shall be made immedia- 
tely after the due date.^^ This again is by no means as explicit 
as might be wished. But it seems to me to mean, that if a 
delivery order is sent five clear days or more before the laida^ 
the purchaser must accept the goods ,• if it is not, then the parties 
are to settle on the difi'erences only, measured according to the 
vaida rate fixed for due date and the same meaning appears to 
me to be deducible from the language of Rule 80. 

That Rule has two possible applications. First, it may be 
contended that a member of the Association is bound by the rate 
fixed under it to this extent, that in any difference which 
may arise over non-fulfilment of a mida contract, that rate 
is to bo taken as the measure of the differences. Second, it 
may he contended that the latter part of the rule goes further 
and really provides that where a vaida contract has been made, 
the parties to it, whether either or both are guilty of breach, are 
in the same position with regard to the settlement, that is to 
say, that the party guilty of, as well as the party innocent of, 
the breach may equally claim profits on the vaida rate. And 
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that means o£ conise that all parties so agreeing to be bound by 
that xnle are contemplating gambling contracts, Keeause the 
law would certainly not consider the claim o£ any p^ty for 
damages calculated on such a basis if he himself were the party 
who had cimmitted the breach. Ho doubt what the fiamers o£ 
that rule might have had in view, is that by implication nopariy, 
benefiting by the mida rate^ would have committed a breach, 
and therefore it is merely a shoit way of avoiding intermediate 
steps 5 or possibly it might be more correct to say that the 
framers of the rule did not contemplate any party who, if he 
had literally fulfilled his contract would have made a profit^ wil- 
fully committing a breach of it. And so it was broadly laid 
down, that whether the contract was fulfilled or not, and irre- 
spt ctive of all enquiry as to whose fault it was that it was not 
carried out, it would be enough to produce the Idbda, compare 
the rate with the ^aida rate fixed on the due date and then 
make the conti acting parties settle differences accordingly. It 
does not necessarily follow that if that is a correct interpretation 
of the intention of the framers of this Rule, it was meant to 
regulate gambling contracts only. Many perfectly houd fide 
contracts which, with the best intention in the world to fulfil 
them, one of the parties had been unable to do so, although if 
he had, he would have made a profit, would likewise fall to be 
included in it. Howe\er that may be, it certainly does seem to 
me that while a person might be bound by the mida rate, that 
is to say, has to take that as the measure of his damages, when 
he came into Court to claim them, he might very well contend 
that he certainly was not bound by the rest of the rule w^hich 
ignores a fundamental legal principle that only the party who 
is innocent of the breach can claim damages. It is also I think 
clear that under these rules the seller has to send a delivery 
order five clear days before due date. Admittedly the defendant 
did not do so. The plaintiff called upon him for a delivery order ; 
but the defendant contends, setting the rules aside as far as I 
understand him, that that was not a demand for fulfilment, it was 
not a demand for delivery but merely for a delivery order, and 
m he was always ready and willing to deliver the breach was 
to the plafutifif Imay observe in this connexion that Rule 17 
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cinnot be ircant to bo alwa’^s 4rictly enforced. For we have 
it in evidence tlat these vakli contracts a^e not infrequently 
made wRh in less than five daj s of the due date. In such c ses 
it is obvious that the condition piesciibed by Eule 17 becomes 
impossible of fulfilment. Stilly where contracts are male under 
the Rules^ in time for the seller to comply with them, I think it 
is enough^ if he fails to do so, to give the buyer a cause of action 
for breach. To this ertentj, the plaintiff is^ in my opinion, right. 

What the dcteiidant^s position is, in lespect of his counter- 
claim, is not so easy to determine, fisicept upon the hjpothesis 
that it was never the intention of either paity to do more than 
pay and receive differences, it is diflScult to unclerataud how a man 
who admits that he did not send the delivery order which he was 
bound to send as a condition precedent to the completion of the 
conti^aci can claim any damages because it was not completed. 
I have veiy little doubt in my own mind that this and a good 
many other vuida contracts made and settled under the rules 
of the Association are purely gambling contracts. The parties 
have no intention of buying oi selling anything, and in such 
circumstanceo it is natural that they should consider tliemseh es 
under mutual obligations, when the vaida rate is declared to pay 
or lose on the figure at which they had respectively elected to 
sell or buy. But I do not see how a Couit of law could be 
asked to enfoice any such understanding ev^n though the 
contract may be made under the Rules of the Association, and 
those Rules may contemplate that peculiar kind of dealing. On 
that point too, I think, the plaintifi* is right. 

X will now give my decision upon the question of fact, what 
was the market rate on the SOfcli November 1906 ? [His Lordship 
then ei^amined the evidence given as to market rate on the 
’SOth November 1906 and concluded—] 

Still taking the evidence as a whole, and allowing that it is 
far from good evidence, the Court must do the best it can with it. 
And after carefully considering it, testing it by the ordinary 
tests, and looking at it too in the light of sui rounding circum- 
stances, and general probabilities, I must conclude that the 
mida rate of 8-11-0 fixed at the Association Meeting of the 
SOih Noyeinber fairly represents the market rate of that cla/i 
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On that finding, apart from the former finding that he is hoimd 
by the rate fixed on the 80th November, the plaintiff would again 
fail on the merits. 

r 

But I must add that I do not see iny way to allowing the 
defendant’s counter-c’aim. I have already given my reasons 
and need add nothing to them. 

It was urged on behalf of the plaintiff that because this suit 
occupied many days in trial, and because the judgment took two 
hours to read, it must have been a proper suit to bring in the 
High Court. I do not see any force in that argument. The ease 
was deplorably protracted, but not on the only points upon which 
it could properly he said that there was any reason at all to 
withdraw it from the ordinary tribunal. Almost all the time 
was spent upon twm points, the alleged partnership of Khoorpnl 
Dungersey with the plaintiff, and proving what the true market 
rate was. Certainly there was also a good deal of evidence about 
what occurred at the meeting of the 30th. But that evidence, 
confined to that point only might as well have been sifted in the 
Small Cause Court. I am most strongly opposed on principle to 
encouraging parties who might have their diflferences settled 
cheaply and expeditiously in the Small Cause Court to come into 
this Court. After giving this matter long and careful considera- 
tion I have come to the conclusion, that in all the circumstances 
of the case, I ought not to give the plaintiff the certificate he 
wants under section 22 of the Small Cause Court Act. 

As to the failure of the defendant on his counter-claim, I should 
find it hard to say that any appreciable time was spent over 
that, certainly not enough to give ihe basis of any fair frac- 
tional calculation. I must, therefore, dismiss the suit, and 
refusing the certificate under section 22 direct that the plaintiff 
do pay the defendant’s attorney and the client costs. Two 
Counsel certified for. 

8uU dimmed. 

Attorneys for plaintiffs : Messrs. BUkUnlaf, Kama and 
Qirdkarlah 

Attorneys for defendants ; Messrs. tFedia, Gkandi and Co. 



% 

VOK XXXir.] BOMBAY SERIES* 5 , 

APPELLATE CIVIL. 

Before the Hon'Me Mr- Justice Okantlamrlmr, Acting Chief Justice^ and 
Mr, Justice Beaton^ 

BHAOHUBIIA MAVSANGJI (oBiGiNAr, BiSFENDANT), AfpbllinTj 1909, 

PATEL YEL A DEAN JI and anotiteb (oekhnaIi Plaintiffs), Be- 

SPONDFNTS.* 

TiUuMclrs^ (Gitjaridli) xict (Bom* Act VI of 1888), section Slf—TahihUfs 
csiatG’^Tiduhdti’i i esicde — JlstatG held hg a Tdlvhddr on any other tenure. 

Tlie expression Talukddr’s estate means oiilj the estate held by a Tadukdir 
on Tdlnkdiri teniiie and not xnopeity held on any other tenure which is 
distinguishable from the foimer, 

Kliodahhai v. ChaganlalO) followed. 

Secokb appeal from the decision of N* R. llajmnndar, First 
Class Subordinate Judge of Ahmedabad with appellate powers, 
rever^^ing the decree of G. M. Pandit, Second Class Subordinate 
Judge of Dhanduka and Gogha. 

The two lands in dispute situate at the village of Bhadiyad 
belonged to the minor defendants deceased father Mavsangji 
Samatsangji who had mortgaged them with possession to the 
plaintiffs^ deceased father under a registered deed, dated the 15th 
May 1903. Subsequently Mavsangji died leaving him surviving 
a son, the minor defendant. Mavsangji being a Talukd^Er, the 
TalukfUri Settlement Oificer, Gujaraih, became the guardian of 

^ Second Axu^eal No, 245 o£ 190S. 

f Section 31 of the Gujardth Tllukdais’ Act (Bom. Act VI of 188S) is as follows :«*- 
3 I. (1) No incnmbrance on a Talukddr’s estate, or on any poriion thereof, made by 
the T4luM4r after this Act comes into force, shall be valid as to an} time beyond such 
T4lakd/ir's natural life, unless such incumbrance is made with the prt;,Yious written 
consent of the TdlukdAri Settlement Officer, or of some other officer ax>pointed by the 
Governor in Council in this behalf* 

(2) No alienation of a Talukddr’s estite 0 ? of any portion th8ieof,or of any share or 
interest therein, made after this Act comes into force, shall be valid, unless such 
alienation is made by the xircvious sanction of the Governor in Council, which sauc^ 
tloii shall not he given except upon the condition that the entire responsibiLty for 
the poiti m of the Jama and of the village expenses and polivO charges due in respect 
0 ! ihe alienated area, shall thcnceftrward vest in the alienee and not in the 
Tdkikdiir. 


CD (1907) 950 EP.L.R, 1322, 
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the minor defendant and took charge of his estate. Under the 
order of the Talukd^ri Ssttleroent Officer, the Ta'ati of the 
village in the year 1906 attached the produce and recovered the 
income of the mortgaged fields which under the mortgige-deed 
wore in the possession of the moitgagae. The mortgagees there- 
upon hi ought the present suit against the minor defendant 
represented by his guardian the Tdlukdiiri Settlement Officer for 
an injunction against the defendant restraining him from taking 
the produce of the mortgaged property and for the recovery of 
Rs. G7-13-0 illegally levied by the defendant from the plaintiffs 
on account of the produce and income of the lands. 

The Ctcfendant did not admit the mortgage-bond sued on 
or payment of any consideration therefor, and contended that the 
deceased Mavsangji was the d’alukdar of Bhadiyad and other 
villages and that the plaintiffs’ mortgage transaction was invalid 
as it was entered into without the sanction of the Talukddii 
Settlement Officer. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the mortgage sued on, 
though proved, was void for want of sanction under the Taluk" 
clars’ Act. He, therefore, dismissed the suit. 

On appeal by the plaintiffs the appellate Court found that the 
mortgage in suit was not ineffectual under section 31 of the 
T^lukcMri Settlement Act (Lorn, Act VI of 1S88). It, therefore, 
reversed the decree and allowed the claim. The reasons were 
as follows 


Itisc-ntentledonbelialfofao defendant that the fields moitgaged aiea 
UluMai a estite within the meaning of section 31 of the TdlnkdW Act and 
that the nioitg.tge is not binding on the delendant as it was not effected 
the sanction leiuhed hy that section. The moitgaged fields Survey Nos X0S2 
and 1003 aie situated in the village of Blmd.yad. This village is a Government 

w Sumy 

No. 1082 has been deseriLed as « Poht.cd Inam' and Survey No. 1093 as Gov- 
ernment laud (see exhibit 29), I agree therefoie with tho lower Court that the 

fw ".r " ‘ to 

mukMrn' AH ‘TdUkdifB estate’ «s used in soctioa 31 o£ fke 

iSdri the expressions a 

TO Jdjn estate and a TOukddrs e^Ute are not sj nonymous, that the former 

expression means an estate of TPnkddri tenure j ” and that an estate of that 
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tenure, though held hy a person other than the TSlukdar, is none the less a 
Tdlukddri estate. “It does not give the meaning of the term " Tdlukddr’s 
estate The meaning of that expression is given in the recent case of 
M.hodcihJiQ^ V. ChdgaTblaLi 9 Bom, li. B 1122. It lays down thit the expres- 
sion ‘ Talukd4r’s estate ’ must he interpreted as meaning an estate held hy the 
Tilukdaras a Talukddr”. Heie oneof the moitgago fields has been held by the 
defendant as an occupant and the other as an Inamdar. They cannot, 
therefore, be called a Talukddi’s estate ; and so no sanction was necessaiy for 
tbeir mortgage. 

The defendant preferred a second appeal. 

3 ay alar with B. IF. Desai for the appellant (defendant). 

Seialvad with L. A. 8hah for the respondents (plaintiffs). 

Chanbavaekar, Ag. C. J. The question of law in this 
case is whether the expressions " Tdlukddr’s estate ” and " Tdluk- 
dari estate"’ occurring in section 31 of the T^lukdfirs’ (Gnjardth) 
Act VI of 1888 include the estate held by a T^ilukddr on any 
other tenure than Tdlubd^ri. 

The question is really beset with difficulties of construction, 
because the language of the section itself, and, in fact, of the Act, 
are rather obscure upon the point. Very careful arguments have 
been addressed to us on either side ; and if the question were m 
iniBgTOt, I should have taken time to consider it more carefully. 
But I think that, in principle, the point arising in the present case 
is the same as that decided in Khodahhai v. C/iaganUl^^K There 
it was held that the expression 'Talukdar’s estate’ meant only 
the estate held by a Talukddr on Tdlukddri tenure, and not 
property held on any ordinary tenure, which is distinguishable 
from the former. 

That is a decision of a Division Bench of this Court. It was 
passed two years ago, and, unless I find that it is clearly erroneous, 
we must follow it. If I could not agree with that decision, the 
case would have to bo referred to a Full JBeneh. I see no reason 
to disagree, and I do not think that the circumstances of this 
case call for any such reference. The Act is obscurely worded 
and if the decision in Modabhai v. ClaganlaU^^ is wrong, the 
Legislature is at hand to correct that decision and amend the 
law. 

m (1907) 9 Bom. L. E. 1122. 
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Accordingly the decree must bo confivnied with costst 

Heaton, J, As a party to the decision in KAodMd v. 
ChaffanlaU^h there are a few words I should like to say. ^ I have 
heard a very elaborate argument and after hearing and consider- 
ing it there is not one word in my judgment in the previous ease 
which 1 should wish to alter* There we came to a decision on 
the ground that the property under consideration was not pro- 
perty held by a THukdar as such and therefore was not property 
which was covered by the provisions of section 31 » And that is 
precisely the reasoning which seems to me right in determining 
the present ease. 

It is found as a fact by both the lower Courts that the lands 
which are now in dispute are not held under a Td.lukddri tenure, 
that is to say, they are not held by a Tdlukddr as sueb. That 
being so, it seems to me that they are not lands of a kind on 
which section 31 is intended to operate. 

It is perfectly true that Bombay Act YI of 1888 is a very 
difficult Act to understand ; indeed, speaking for myself, I can 
say, in some particulars, it is an Act which it is impossible to 
understand. But giving it the best attention I can, I see no 
reason whatever for doubting that the decision arrived at two 
years ago was a correct one. 

Decue confirmed, 

a. B. B. 


(1) (1907J 9 Bom. L. B. 1122. 
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Before Mr, Justice Oliandamrhar and Mr, Justice Beaton, 

SAISTGIMI MALAPPA bin AYAPPA Defendant No. 1), 

Apbeblant, V. EAMAPPA bin SANGAPPA PATTUE and anothbb. 
(oEiaiNAL Plaintiit and Defendant No. 2), Eesfondents"^* 


im 

August 27, 


Boidenoe Act (I of 1872), section 92 — IVrittenr agreement-^Bale-deed-^ 
Contempofaneom oral agreement to treat it as mortgage — Absence of fraud, 
muropresentation, Sc, — Oral agreement cannot he pleaded. 


Where parties enter into a sale-deed with a contemporaneotis oral agreement 
to treat it as a mortgage, it is not open to either of them to plead the oral agree- 
ment in absence of fraud, misrepresentation or failure of consideration or the 
like reason rendering the sale void, 


Second appeal from the decision of C. E. Palmer, Acting 
District Judge of Bijapur, reversing the decree passed by V. Gr* 
Sane, Subordinate Judge of Bagalkot, 

On the 15th December 1886 the plaintiff sold liis house to 
defendant No. 1 by a registered sale-deed. The latter sold it to 
defendant No, 2 by a registered sale-deed on the 13th October 
1908. 

The plaintiff filed this suit on the 14th October 1904 to recover 
possession of the house. He alleged that the sale was in reality a 
mortgage, for contemporaneously with the written deed of 
sale there was an oral agreement to treat the sale as a mortgage, 
and to restore the possession of the house on repayment of 
Es. 200, 

The defendant No. 1 denied the oral agreement. 

The Subordinate Judge held that the plaintifi could not be 
allowed to prove the oral agreement set up by him ; and he there- 
fore dismissed the suit. 

On appeal, the District Judge was not satisfied with the find- 
ings of the Subordinate Judge: he therefore remanded the case 
for determination of the following issues 

1, Does plaintiff prove any fact which would invalidate the 
document or entitle him to any decree or order relating thereto? 




* SMond Appeal No. S93 of 1908. 
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2* Is plaintiff entitled to any and what relief ? 

The Subordinate Judge returned an affirmative finding on the 
fir»t issue ; and on the second he found that the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover the property on payment of the dibt due. 
His reasons were as follows 

Mr* Sane, wlio decided the suit in this Gouit, relied on the ruling in 
Kesliavrao v. Ba^aO-) and excluded from his consideration the evidence of the 
circumstances which were supposed to he the existence of an oial agreement 
coutempoi'aneous with the deed of sale. The case of Keshmrm v* Bai^aiD was 
decided in January 1906. It seemed to follow the inling in Datioo v. Mam* 
chandrai^y decided in 1905 and to ignore the decisions of the Bombay High 
Court prior to Dattoo y, Mamehcmdrai^)* Then followed the case of AJbaji v. 
IjQXma%^) referred to by the District Court in the foregoing order. 
This case was decided in June 1908. By it, the effect of the ruling in 
Datioo Y* Eamcliandrai^) was modified. In July 1906 followed the case of 
Namlhai v. SimhaiL^) and in August 1906 the case of Krishna Bai v. Mamai^)^ 
By these two last cases the ground lost by the decisions preceding them is 
greatly le-claimed. 

In Namlhai v. Simhaiii^) it is said : ** So in this case if the plaintiffs were 
told that the document, which in form is a sale-deed, would not he enfoiccd as 
such against them, and on the faith of that representation Hariba executed the 
document, then the sale-deed cannot be upheld as against him or the plaintiffs 
as a sale-deed/’ 

The case of Kmhia Bai v. Bama(^) pointedly calls attention to this statement 
of law. The effect, therefore, of the recent rulings would appear to ho that 
evidence of contemporaneous representations or of conduct of parties may be 
admitted, not for the purposes of proving any oral agreement, contradicting, 
varying, adding to or suhstracting from the terms of the document but for the 
purpose of proving that the parties understood that the document was not 
intended to operate at all as a sale-dead though in form it bore that character* 
Mr. Justice Heaton’s observations in MrisJina Bai v. Bamafiy seem to suppoit 
this view. 

In this view of the law on the subject I find that there are ample materials 
in this case to hold that the document was not intended to operate as a sale. 

The witnesses for plaintiff, Exhibits 58 and 69, state that the sale transaction 
was only colourable and that the parties understood that the sale-deed in reality 
represented a mortgage. Even apart from this evidence, about the admissi- 
bifity of which there may he yet some question, I think there are circumstances 


W (1906) 8 Bom* L. E* 287. (3) (1906) 30 Bom* 426. 

M (1905) 30 Bom* 11% (4) {i%$) g Bom. L* E, 76la 

(I90G) $ Bom. L. B. 764. 
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whicli sliow that defendant Xo 1 understood that the sale-deed obtained by Mm 
was not to operate as a sale-deed. 

Firstlyj there is the cirenmstance ol the house and the land which had Been 
sold only |or Es* 200, being really worth more than that. The house itself has 
been conYeyed by defendant Xo. 1 to defendant No. 2 for Rs. 200, The land 
would appear from the rent notes produced capable of yielding rent of Es. 26 
to 40. This means that the land itself is worth Rs. 250 to 850. It is unlikely 
that property worth Bs. 400 to 500 was intended to be sold for Rs. 200 only. 

Then tbeio is the circumstance of the land and the house haying continued 
in possession of ilie plaintiE ever since the sale-deed of 1886 till about 1902, 
that is, for IG yeais. The kbata of the land has been aU along allowed to 
lemain in plaint ifE’s name. 

In rural parts of Deccan great importance is attached to the khata, and the 
omission to obtain a transfer of it from the vendor’s to the vendee’s name, in the 
absence of any satisfactory explanation, may be taken to be an indication of the 
ownership of the land not having been understood to have passed to the apparent 
vendee. 

It is further significant that the assessment receipt books, Exhibits 51 and 52, 
show that during 1886 to 1891, that is, for 5 years after the deed of sale, the 
assessment was paid by the plaintiff. The receipt book for the years 1891 to 1897 
is not in existence. The plaintiff says he has paid the assessment for those 
years also. Defendant No. 1 has got accounts. He has produced extracts of 
them. They do not show that the defendant Xo. 1 has paid the assessment for 
those years. It is not also explained hy defendant Xo 1 why plaintiff paid 
the assessment for those years, and why defendant Xo. 1 did not credit to 
plaintiff in those years the assessment paid by him for defendant’s land. The 
payment of one year, that is, of 1896, is accounted for. It is provided in 
Exhibit 43 that plaintiff should pay 'the assessment for that year. But rent- 
notes Exhibits 37, 41 and 12 which are for the years 1889, 1890 and 1891, do 
not stipulate that plaintiff should pay the assessment for those years, yet the 
assessment for the years is paid hy plaintiff. This could he only on the 
assumption that plaintiff was regarding himself as the owner of the land in 
spite of the deed of sale, 

Lastly, the most significant fact is the following. From the extracts of 
accounts produced by defendant Xo. 1 it appears that in ExMhit 77 an item of 
rupee 1 annas 8 and in Exhibit 89 an item of Es. 5, Be. 1 and of Bs, 21 
almas IS are debited to the plaintiff on account of outlay on improvements ot 
watching of crops. If the plaintiff was only a tenant the outlay of Rs. 21 
annas 13 made for removal of weeds from defendant Xo. I’s laud would not in 
defendant Xo. I’s account be debited to plaintiff. This furnishes an almost 
unanswerable argument for holding that defendant Xo. 1 understood that the 
sale^deed was not to operate as a sale* deed at all. 

AE these facts prove that the plaintiff is entitled to an order relating to the 
sale-deed to the effect that the sale^deed was not understood by the parlies to 
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operate as a sale-deed transfer! ing the rights of ownership from the plaintiff to 
tli8 defendant No. 1. 

The District Judge agreed with these conclusions and decreed 
the suit in plaintiff's favour. • 

The defendant No, 1 appealed to the High Court. 

F. Q. for the appellant. ~The oral agreement contra- 

dicting, varying, etc., the written contract cannot be proved : see 
section 92 of the Indian Evidence Act (I of 1872) | Balkslien^ 
I) as Y. Legge^^h Here fraud or misrepresentation is neither 
alleged or proved. The cases relied upon by the lower Court 
are all eases where one party induces another to enter into a 
transaction by representations, etc.^ and who but for such repre* 
sentation, etc., would not have entered into it. 

K, II. Kelhar for the respondent. — In this case the District 
Judge has found that there was an agreement to recover the 
property ; and on remand, the Subordinate Judge has found 
that the sale-deed was not understood by the parties to operate 
as a sale-deed. These findings must mean that the defendant 
had represented to the plaintiff that the transaction was not to 
be enforced and on the faith of such representations or 
inducement the plaintiff passed the deed in question. See 
Fertal) Chenier Okose v. Mohendra . 

Chandavabkab, J. The learned District Judge has found 
upon the evidence that there was between the plaintiff and the 
first defendant an oral agreement, at the time the formal sale 
transaction was arranged, to reconvey the pioperty on payment 
by the latter of Es. 200 ; and ho has held that the said agreement 
is a fact which, under the proviso to section 92 of the Indian 
Evidence Act, entitles the plaintiff to have the sale-deed executed 
hy himin favour of the first defendant set aside and to recover the 
property on payment of Es. 200. In support of this view the 
Itened District Judge has relied on two decisions of this Court : 

y. and Abaji v* These decisions 

followed pBftab CTbWfbdef Qlios& v. MoJ^endfcit Pwhait^n In this 
last csase the facts were that the plaintiff therein had induced Ms 

e> (1^9) li. ft. t A. es. (3) (1900) a Bom. L, B, 287. 

' # iim) B. w t A. m (im) $o Bom. m, 
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tenants to sign certain kaiula^ats by representing that certain 
stipulations therein, to which thej^- had objected before signing, 
would not be enforced. It was held that that statement of the 
effect clf the law was a misrepresentation/^ Their Lordships 
said : — 


1909, 


Sahgura. 
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Where one puty inchiccs the othei to oontiaet ou the faith, of representa- 
tions ma 1 q to him, any one of which is untrue, the whole contract is, in a 
Court of equity, consideied as having been obtained fiandnlentb''. If such a 
repieseiitation had not been mxde the tenants might have lefused to sign the 
kahula^at. liuthei, if theie is any stipulation in the which the 

plaintiff told the tenants would not be enforced, they cannot be held to have 
assented to it, and the Kabulayat is not the real agieement between the parties, 
and the plaintiff cannot sue upon it.” 

The facts in the present case before us are entirely different. 
The plaintiff has never alleged either in his pleadings or in his 
deposition that he was induced to sign the deed of sale executed 
by him under any misrepresentation. His case throughout has 
been that by the agreement of both parties the transaction 
between them was reduced to writing as one of sale of the pro- 
perty to the first defendant with a contemporaneous oral agree- 
ment that it should he treated as a mortgage. That was his 
allegation in the plaint and that is what he and his witnesses, 
relied upon by both the Courts below, state in their depositions. 
To this state of facts neither the proviso to section 92 of the 
Evidence Act nor any of the decisions above cited, applies. There 
is no element of fraud, or misrepresentation or failure of consi- 
deration or the like in them to render the deed of sale invalid. 
Mr. Kelkar, the learned pleader for the respondent, in supporting 
the decree of the Court below, has argued that the first defendant’s 
promise to enforce the deed of sale as a mortgage and his refusal 
now to abide by that promise, amounts to misrepresentation 
and brings this case within the principle of the Privy Council 
decision above mentioned. But that is not an accurate way of 
stating the principle. What} their Lordships laid down is that 
where one party to a contract does not agree to any of its 
stipulations and the other party induces him, not indeed to agree 
to it, but to its formal insertion in the written contract, by 
representing that the stipulation in question would be in reality 
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treated by him as a dead letter, it cannot be enfoiced, because 
the party induced had never assented to ifc and its inclusion 
in the written contract was the result of misrepresentation. It 
was the result of a misstatement of the intention of thS party 
inducing, and such a misstatement is one of fact and an action 
of deceit may be founded on it . Bdgmgton v. Fit^mmmee^^K 

In the present case there was no inducement of one party by 
the other ; no want of assent at any time on the part of the 
plaintiff to the execution o£ a deed of sale and no misstatement 
of his intention by the first defendant which led the plaintiff 
to sign the deed of sale. According to the finding of the 
District Judge, and indeed according to the plaintiff^s own pleadings, 
both parties from the beginning arranged the terms by mutual 
agreement; there was no misleading of the one by the other; 
and the intention to treat the deed as a mortgage rather than 
sale was not due to any misstatement by the first defendant. 
Such a case is governed by the decision of the Privy Council in 
Balhkhen Dm v. Legge^^^, 

For these reasons the decree of the District Court must be 
reversed and that of the Subordinate Judge restored with costs 
throughout on the respondent (plaintiff). 

Heaion, J.:-— It is now well understood that a contemporaneous 
oral agreement to vary the terms of a deed should nob be allowed 
to be proved, for the purpose of varying or adding to the 
terms of a deed ; that is, where, as in this case, section lOA of 
the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief Act does not apply. In this 
case, however, the only circumstance established by way of 
invalidating the deed, is proof of such an oral agreement. I 
cannot find from the judgments of the lower Courts that anything 
else is established. It is nob found explicitly, or even, so far as 
I can see, impliedly, that the sale-deed did not represent the real 
agreement between the parties. If that had been found then the 
deed would have been invalidated: see Nmallai v. Swuhii^K 
What is found is that there was a sale-deed which both parties 
understood and considered to be a contract between them and 

a) {imB) 29 Oh. 459. ( 2 ) (1899) L. E 27 I, A* 58. 

m (1909) 8 Bom, U. 761, 
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that by an oral agreement a subsequent reconveyance was provided 
for. The District Judge proceeded quite correctly in his order 
framing issues for triab and had in mind what it is essential to 
rememi)er in cises of this kind, that a sale-deed cannor be 
construed as or converted into a mortgage-deed (that is where 
section JOA of the Dekkban Agriculturists'* Relief Act does not 
apply) but that the person who executed the sale-deed may show, 
if he can, that the sale-deed did not represent the real agreement 
between the parties ; or for some other reason is of no effect. Thib 
the plaintiff was allowed an opportunity of doing, but as indicated 
above it has not been found that he succeeded in doing it. There- 
fore, I agree that the decree of the first Court must be restored. 

Decree revenei^ 

B. E, 
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Before Mr, Justice Chandavarhar and Mr Justice Heaton* 

BAMODAR NAXDRAM axd othebs (oeigikal Dbeendahts), Appel- 

LAETS, V . MAXUBAI, Husband GOVmDEAO PATIL (oeigunai. 

PLAiNTirr), Eespondlnt.* 

Hehhhan AgrictiltunsW Belief Act {XVII o/18T9), see, 2t 
— Agriculturist — Defmtion — Interjpretation* 

Beotion 2 of tlie DekldiAii Agiiculturists’ Relief Ad (XVII of 1879) gives two 
definitions of the teim “ agiiculttinst one in clanso 1 and the other in danse 2. 

Second Appeal Ko. 692 of 1907. 

f The Bekkhan Agriculturists’ Relief Act (XVII of 1879), section 2— 

Agriculturist’* shall betaken to mean a person who by himself or by hi^ 
servants oi b) his tenants earns hia? livelihood wholly or principally by agriculture 
carried on within the limits of a district or part of a district to which this Act may 
for the ttire being extend or who ordinarily engages personally in agricultural labour 
within those limits. 

In Chapters XI, HI# IV and VI, and in section 69, the term agriculturist’* 
where used with reference to any suit or proceeding, shall include a person who, whm 
any part of the liability which foims the subject of that suit or prooeedingwas in- 
curred, was an agriculturist witkn the meaning of that word as then define^ 
hy Xaw» 

B '1344—9 
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The Joi 3 il 3 r 5ipplies where a party to a suit is an agricultuiist at the time the 
salt is filed by or against him. 

The seeond cTaase, which gives a special definition of the term agriculturist ** 
for the purposes of Chapters II, III, IT and YI and section 69 o£ the Act, is 
not exhaustive but is merely inclusive and is intmled for a special purpose. 

The decision in MaJiadev Narajjan JjohliandQ v. Yinayak Gangadhar 
J?urandharei^) does not lay clown the proposit*on of law that a party to a suit 
is not entitled to the piivileges of an agiicultuiist under the Bekkhan Agricul- 
tuiists* Belief Act, 1879, if he was not an agriculturist at the time the liability 
in question was ineuned, even though it may he that he was an agrieultuiist 
within the meaning of the fiist clause of section S at the time of the suit 

Seookb appeal from the deci&ion of W. Baker, District Judge 
of Ahmednagar, confirming the decree passed by G, B. Laghate, 
Subordinate Judge of Shevgaon. 

Suit to redeem a mortgage. 

The mortgage was executed by Anandibai (mother-in-law of 
plaintiff) to one Kesur*am (father of defendants) on the 26th 
March 1874. 

The plaintiff alleging that the mortgagees went into possession 
of the property ‘in 1S75 and that the morfgage-debt was satisfied 
out of the*profits they received^ instituted this suit in 1904. 

The plaintiff was an agriculturist. 

The Court of first instance took an account of the dealings 
between the parties as piovided for by the Dekkhan Agricul- 
turists' Belief Act, 1879, and found that nothing reniained*due 
under the mortgage. The plaintiS^s claim was therefore decreed. 

The lower appellate Court confirmed this decree on appeal. 

The defendants appealed to the High Court. 

D. R. Tafvardhan, for the appellants# 

K* Kellcar, for the respondents# 

CHAHnAVAEKAE, J. ; — The lo'^ver appellate Court has found 
that the respondent is an agriculturist and on that footing has 
taken the accounts of the mortgage transactions concerned in 
this case. But it is contended that the finding as to the status 
of the responlent is erroneous in law, because the Act applies 

m (1909) m Bom mi. II JBom. L. B. 721# 
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only to parson who was an agrienlturist when the liabilitj^ in 
dispute was incurred* Reliance is placed in support of that 
contention upon the judgment of this Court in the case of 
Malictdev Warajau v* Yma^ah Gangaclhai^^K That decision 
applies to a state of facts different from the present and lays 
down no such proposiMon as is contended for. Section 2 of 
the Deikhaii Agricultuiisfcs^ EeUef Act gives two definitions 
of the term agricultuiist one in clause 1 and the other in 
clause 2, Where a paity to a suit is an agiicultiidst at the 
time the suit is filed by or against him, the former clause 
applies. That is the case of the respondent before us. In the 
decision above cited the facts show that theie it was admitted 
that some of the defendants were not agriculturists at the time 
of the suit^ so that thf^ir case did not fall within the purview 
of the provisions of the first clause of section 2 of the Dekkhaa 
Agriculturists’ Relief Act. But they sought to bring their 
ease within the second clause^ vhicii gives a special definition 
of the term agriculturist for the purposes of Chapters III> 
IV and VI and section 69 of the Act. The definition given in 
the second clause is not exliansrive^ but is merely inclusive and 
is intended for a special purpose. The defendants in that case 
wanted to have the benefit of that special definition. It is with 
leference to that contention that the learnedJudges wdio \vere 
parties to that decision held that the case of those defendants 
did not fall within the second clause. They never intended to 
lay down the proposition of law which is now contended for by 
the learned pleader for the appekant before us that a party to 
a suit is not entitled to the privileges of an agriculturist under 
the Act if he was not an agriculturist at the time the liability 
in question was incurred, even though it may be that he is an 
agriculturist within the meaning of the first clause of section 2 
at the time of the suit. 

We confirm the decree with eoots. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr* Justice Clicmdavarhar and Mr* Jmtice Beaton* 

TINAYAK TAMAN PAEAN JPE (original Plaixtifp), Appellant, r. 
ANANDA TALAD EAMJI (oeiginal Defendant), Eespondent."^' 

LmltaiionAci(XT of 1817), ArticU 179, clause i--Becree--^JSx€mtiQn~- 
itsp-in-aid of execution — Applications for execution presented hy assignee 
of deereejiolder ZHsoiissal of the application for non-prodmtion of 
assignment deed* 

^ A decree was passed on the l2th October 1894 and an application to execute 
it was made by the decree-boldei on the 16th August 1897. The process fee net 
baving been paid the application was struck off. The second application to 
execute the decree was presented on the 16tb August 1900 by the assignee of the- 
decree-holder ; but as he did not produce the assignment the application was 
struck off on the 27th October 1900. The third application was presented by a 
muhUyar of the assignee on the 11th August 1903 ; but as neither the assign- 
ment nor the muilttyamatna was produced it was struck off on the 9th Octo- 
ber 1903. The same muUtym presented a foui-th application on the 19th 
December 1905. A notice was issued to the judgment-debtor under section 
-48 of the Ciril Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882) and thoapplicationwas- 
disposed of, the decree-holder agreeing to accept a payment of Es. 45 from 
the nudgment-debtor. On the 11th December 1906, the fifth application to 
execute the decree was filed. The lower Courts holding that tire second and 
third appheatrons could not bo regarded as applications for execution made in 

accordance with law, dismissed the fifth application as barred by the law 
of limitatJoa j ^ ^ 

.ffeW, that the present application was not barred, for the non-production of 

the and the assignment did not prorc that they did not 

oxistinfact. ^ 

Ahdul Majid t. Muhammad FaizullahO-), followed. 

Second appeal from the decision of F. J. Varley, Distriefc 
Jtidp of Ahmednagar, confirming the decree passed by G. B 
Baghate, Subordinate Judge of Shevgaon. 

Proceedings in execution. 

® passed against the 

defendant Chima Eamji for Es. 200, which was made payable in 

iouryearlymstalmentsof Es.60 each. ^ ^ 

• Second Appeal No. 46 of 1909. 

P) (1890) 13 All. 89. 



VOLvXXXlf.]^ ,30MBAr "SERIES.. 

The first application to execute this decree was presented by 
the decree^holder on the I6th August 1897. Process fee not 
having been paid the iarkliaBt was struck off. 

The decree was then assigned to the appellant,, who applied to 
execute it on the 16th August 1900. The deed of assignment 
was not produced ; and the application was struck off on the 
; ^7th October 1900. 

The third application to execute the decree was filed on the 
11th August 1903, by a muhUijar oi the appellant. This dar* 
Mast also was struck off as the assignment and the m'aMitijaf- 
nama was not produced. 

On the 19th December 1905 the fourth- application was 
presented, Motice was thereupon issued to the judgment-debtor 
under section of the Civil iTocedure Code of 1882. The 
decree-holder agreed to receive Rs. 45 from the judgment-debtor : 
and the application was accordingly disposed of. 

On the 11th December 1906, the present application to execute 
the decree was filed. 

The Subordinate Judge dismissed the application as barred by 
the law of limitation. His reasons were expressed as follows : — 

We have to see whether there is any darhhasi presented by the right party, 
between the second darhliast of 16th August 1900 and the- present darkhast 
of 11th December 1906. The answer is that there is no darkhast presented in 
accordance with law, in this intervening time. 

The darkhast of 11th August 1903 was not presented by the right party. 
Therefore the last preceding darhliast, although entertained and ordered to be 
proceeded with, was barred by limitation counted from ih.Q ' darkhast of 1900, in 
which also the right to apply does not appear to have been proved, the 
darkhast of 1903 being not one in accordance with law. If the last preceding 
darkhast is barred for the above reasons, the darkhast under consideration is 
also barred. 

I therefore hold that the present application is barred by limitation under 
article 179 of the second schedule of the Limitation Act. 

On appeal, the District Judge arrived at the same conclusion. 
The grounds of his decision were expressed as follows : — 

The cases quoted by appellant’s i)leader {Dalichand Blizcdar v. JBai 
JSkivkorO-) and Nepal Chandra Saddokhan v. Amrita Lall Badookhan^)) 

(X) (1890) 15 Bom. 242, (3) (189S) 2e Cal. 888, 
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presuppose Siat the Court was moved bj an authorised pereon. It is admitted 
that no -mnUtyM-patra was filed in the darJekast No. 3, and the previous 
assignment has not been proved under section 23:', Civil Procedure Code. 
It IS contended that it is open to the transferee to prove that he is entitled 
under his assignment {Balkishen Dm v. Bedmati Sor-rO-)) at any stage, hut the 
facts m this case appear to have been materially diJi'emit. If no ’hulUmr- 
patra was filed in darkhmt ¥o. 483 of lyOS, it is impossible to hold that it was 
an application in accordance with law. x\or has any authority been cited to 
show that a ^urt is precluded from giving effect to a defect of this nature at 
nj time, and that it is bound to notice only the darhhast before it. 


The plaintifl appealed to the High Gourt. 

P. P. Kliare, for the appellant The lower Courts have held 
that the second and the third applications were not made in accord- 
ance with law, simply because the a.ssignment and the mukUyar- 
nama were not produced. In this they were wrong. See AMul 
Majtcl V. Uiihammacl FaizullaM^) and Abdul Kureem v. 

B. W. Pilgamkar, for the respondent :-The intervening appli- 
cations Nos. 2 and 3 are not made in accordance with law. The 
deed of assignment and the muhhtyarnama not having been 
proved, the applications cannot be regarded as havinw been 
presented by a proper person. See BalkuUu Da, v. Bedmati 
Aoer w, Eaftzuddin Gliowdlmj v. Ahdool ; and Chatiar v 

Newai 8ingk^^\ ' * 


The ease of Abdul Majid v. Muhammad FaizullaJA^) does not 
apply because here the finding of fact is that the assignment and 
the mnhhtyarmma were not proved. 


CnANDAVAEKAE, J, :_The facts material for the purposes of the 
points of law raised in this second appeal are shortly these A 
decree was obtained on the 12th October 1894, by the assicmOT of 
the present appellant. On the 16th August 1897 the first dar- 
klmt for its execution was presented by the decree-holder himself. 
But as the process fee was not paid, it was struck ofl?*. The second 
dmkha^t was presented on the 16th August 1900 by the present 
appellant, but it was struck off on the 27th October 1900 on the 


0) (1892) a) Cal. 888. 
(1880) 13 All. 89. 


(3) (1879) 5 C. L. B. 253. 
W (1893) 20 Cal. 755. 

® (1889) 13 All. 64, 
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gronrid that the aftsignment, notliaviag been .prodiieerl, wa«; not 
proved; ■ On the lith August 19’08, a person calling himself the 
mtdhf^ar of 'the assignee , presented tl'ie third dork/iad. But as^ 
neither the m?dMj/armma nor the deed of assignVnerttuvas 
proiluced it uas siriiek oif on the 9th Oe^ober 1903, The fourth 
dafhkad was presented by ihesame mnkhfr^ar on the 19th Decem- 
ber 1905. A notice was issued to the judgment-debtor under 
section .848 of the Civil Procedure Code then ia force. He not 
I'javing appeared, tlie darkkast was disposed of. 

Eotli the Courts below hare held that the present darkhait 
is barred by the law of lirnitaiioiij because the second ami 
the tliir.I darkhads cannot be regarded as applications for 
execution made in accordance v/ith hxw. Wo cannot agree with 
that view*, Ihese two darkkasls were disallowed^ not becraise 
the persons vrho made those applications were not eonipetent to 
make tlienij but riierely because they did not produce evidence 
to satisfy thei Court that there was an assignment and that there 
was a fmikh'farnarfia^ But from the non-production of these it 
does not ioliow that the assignment and the wnhhf'i/a^'nama did 
not exis^. in fact thou. It has been held in Abdnl Majid v. 
Idiihamvmd Uahallalfi-^ under similar circumstances^ that the 
application oia party for the execution of a decree is a step*in-aid 
of it, though he fails to produce evidence to shcn,v that he 
l)ad a riglu to exeeutioin See also Alilnl Knreem \\ OhvMnn^^K 
Neither of tlie lower Courts lias found in the present case 
whether the assignee was in fact an as-iguee, at the date of liis 
application and was compeient to make it, nor has it decided 
whetlmm tlie the ass'gnee was miMij/ar in fact on 

the nth of August 1903 when the third dmMasi^ was presenred. 

We, therefore^, reverse the decree of the Court below and 
send back the dayjcliad to be dealt with according to law with 
reference to the observations hei’em. Costs to abide the results 

Decree rei'ersecU 

R. K, 
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ORIGINAL CIVIL. 


Bffore Mr. Justice OMndavarlcar and Mr. Justke Batchelo^. 

E.\GHUNATH.ir TARACH4ND, a Piem (Appellants AxNd D spend ants^ v. 
The Bank op BOMBAY* (Respondents and Plaintifps). 

Eindu law-mndufamilyfu-m— Trade-Manager passing promisson/ notes 
tn tJie firm’s name witliont am/ advantage to the firm— Minor coparcener— 
Liability of minor coparcener mi suit on promissory notes, 

Onell. persuaded, N. who was the only adult iimlo member of a loint 
Hindu firm carrying on .an ancestral trade to sign certain promissory iiotw in 
the name of his ancestral firm. N. signed the notes without the knowledge of 
the otl.er member of the firm and without any advantage to the firm. The 
notes were subseqnently endorsed by H. to B. who advanced monies on 
them to H. 


On a snit by B. to recover the amounts due on the notes from N.’s firm K. a 
minor coparcener, pleaded that he was not liable. 

Seld; varying the decree of Heaton, J , that the minor’s share in the firm was 


Per CMAmAVASrAS, J. :-Under Hindu law a joint family, which carries 
on a trade handed down from its ancestors becomes a trading family ; trade 
being one of its kulacharas (duty or practice! it atteiets "to itself all the 
necessary incidents of trade. 

^ The rule of Hindu law that debts contracted by a managing member of a 
joint family are binding on the other members only when they are for a family 
purpose is subject to at least one important exception Where a family carries 
on a busine.ss or piofes.sion, and maiutains itself by means of it, the 'member 
whq manages it for the i, rally has an imidied authority to conlraot.dobts for its 
pirposes, and the creditor is not bound to inquire into the purpose of the debt 
in order to bind the whole family thereby, because that power is necessaiy foi’ 
the very existence of the f am Ov, 


VYiiore a mmor is a coparcener 


CL 


- ' Aumny nig sMre in the family 

property IS liable for dob's contracted by his managing coparcener for any 
family purpose or any purpose incidental to it. If the family is a trad' ng firni 
the same rule must apply with this difference that the terms family pus-^sc or 
purposes incidental to it must have given way for the expression tradinr, 
pwpom. or purpose ini-ident d to ii having regard to the nature and ohiects of 
. the family business. The circulating of a negotiable iustnnnent is in the case 
of a joint famdy, trading ae a firm, necessary for its e.xisieuce and its purposes. 

* Original Suits Nob. 60 and 00 of X908. Appeal No. 28 of 1908 , 
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The minor’s share is thorcforo lotind by it since it constitutes an obligation of 
the £rm. 

Per Batciiblqm, J* ; — In GBtab-isliing tlio legal relations of a joint firm the 
Courts treat it as a kind of partnership and apply the principles of that; law. 
The test to be applied in cases of Ibis kind is rather the apparent authority of 
the maiiajrcr than the actual necessity of the family, for while there is no 
absolute necessity for the family to trade at all, when once the family trade is 
admitted, ail usual acts done in the normal course of carrying it on may be 
considered necessaiy to the trade. 

There were two Siiinniary Suits filed by the Bank of Bombay 
on tw'o promissory notes or Hundis against the firm of Raghu- 
iiathji Tarachnnd in the name of which the notes were made 
and by whom they were dishonor x^ed and the heirs of the person 
by name Hirabhai Ghellabhai to whom or to whose order the 
notes were payable^ who endors :d them to the Bank of Bombay 
and obtained money from the Bank. 

The latter defendants did not appear. The first defendant 
obtained leave to defend and pleaded in substance thatj 
though the notes were signed by one Narottain, the son of 
Gordhandas, who was the only son of the original founder of the 
firm Raghunath, yet that Narottam had no authority to sign with 
the name of the lirn:, and did not sign them for the firm j that 
the notes were signed by Narottain only when entreated by 
Iliiabhai j that he r'eceived no coiivsideration and did not know 
he was incurringany liability ^ that they were obtained by fraud 
and that the Bank through their agent had notice of the fraud. 

The firm of Raghunatbji Tarachand ^Yas the name of a firm 
belonging to a Hindu family, of which Narottain was the only 
adult male member. The two notes sued oix were signed by 
Narottam in the name of the firm. 

Heaton, J., found MhUr aha that the notes in question were 
signed by the firm of Raghunathji Tarachand ; that the firm of 
Raghunatbji Tarachand was a joint family firm ; that Narottaro, 
at the time he signed the noteSj, was the manager of the joint 
family firm ; that the making of the notes was a clandestine 
transaction in fraud of the firm of Raohunathji Tarachand, and 
that the making of the notes was neither in the course of the 
business; nor in the interest of, nor, in any way connected with 
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iliG aEalis oi the t 5 i n, Lui tha-t the |oint lauiily film was 1 dbie 
iinclei tlie noko sigimd bj its manager. 

The Court pa'^sid a dtcieo against the fiim of Raghunathji 
TaiachaB i andai,ainst thefeieond diitndtiiD ti> the itpiebtiiiatue 
ot Hiiabhai Gheilibhai to the extent of the tunjs ot ilirabliai 
Cliollabhai which had come to then hancB. 

The defend iht film ot Raghunathji Taiacliuid appealed* 

Hades (with him PafUka/t) for the appellants, 

Lowndes with Strarigman^ Jdv^tale-GeneraL and Inieradihj foi 
the lespondents, 

OilAlsUlYARKU , J. .—The facts ot iliis cdsOj mateiiil for th^ 
purposes of this appeal, aie undisputed and may bo shortly 
sta’od 

One Righiiiiathji Tiiaohand siaited ^ firm m Bombay in that 
name tor can 3 mg 01 ou^incs^ m cletli. On his death in i JO h his 
son <»o\auih uidascoiiiinnc t the budne (lovaidl andas having 
died in Ma ch ‘ 1901 , leaving bis widow Par^at bai^two minoi sons 
Xaiottam and Ke&hulab and ti\c dauglikrs, the cloth biisinebS 
was cauied on foi ^ome time the Miinim of the fiim unclci the 
ouleis of the widow. When Xaiottam came of age, he looked 
alter the bu iness. Xaiottam was a iiieiidof cue nnabliai 
Gliellabhai,a pcailmemhant, who lud be n in the habit oi getting 
ctheis t> (haw promissoiy notes in his fa\oui for the puipo^J’es 
of hh bn&ine''N and in ^oiiating them. Tovwuds the end of 1907 
the fi lends, v^ ho had so aecommodared him, having refused to 
give notes in ilid wiy ai y tiiithes, liiiaHiai persi aded Narottam 
to sign till piomis&oiy notes now m dispute and two more in the 
iiimeof his ance 4 nl fiiiii, Raghit ufnji Tiracliiiid, Narotsuii 
signed them without the knowdedge of his 111 ither and of ! is 
Munim and without any advantage to his own fnm. The" notes 
were endorsed by Iluabhai to the Bank of Bombay, who there** 
upon advanced moneys to the formei ♦ 

The note^ basing been dishonoured, the suit was brought by 
tlio Bjifik tort^eover the moneys of the two notes from the firm of 
Ktghunithji TaraohancL The first point made before us in sup- 
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po' t of tills appeal from Heaton J.V cLcicc lo of apinely tcclnncal 
charcRtcr. It is uigi d that the suit waswr^Jiig j liiought against 
the liim Ra^l iinathji Taiacluud^ ami thit, having ui^ard to the 
Euh s ot this Coiot-j ic sh aild h vl bien tile 1 agaii st tr e iiidivd- 
dual> e )iibtitatiag too firm. Stc ion 178 of the old Co It of Cuil 
1 ioceJme^ replaced by sociion 99 of the new CodO; is a sufficient 
answer to thf objection. It provides that no decieo shali he 
ie\er&td oi modified in appeal for error or irregiilaiity not 
afiectiDg the ineiits of the case oi the jurisdiction or the Oouit 
which [ a&sed the dctiee. 
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The second po nt uiged is coneeded by Mr. Lowaides, counsel 
for the icspondent. Heaton^ ha^ aiven a decree against the 
firm iLighiniatbji Taiachaiid, and the lesult oi that is a per-oiial 
deei ee against the ninor Kesbavlal, who is a partner in the firni^ 
eni tling the Back to attach and sell in saiisbieticn of the 
dociee any piopeity of the minor ap<ut fioni his share in tic 
firm. Mr. Lowndes agr es that the decree g les iiuthei than the 
law^ wall ants and most be modified accoi dinghy. 

'Ihe real!}" impui tant question argued in tins af peal is as to 
the liabiiitj of the ininoi in lespect oi his sbaie in the film. It 
is conceded bv the leaired f(junselfur the respondent that the 
Buies in lisputeweie ghcii bj JSaiottan in fraud of bis firm, 
Hcatonj J., hao found on the e\idei co that the plaintirf Bank are 
indovseos for \alue m (/ood /ai li^ and that finding is not impugned 
on appeal Ai the same time it is clear and conceded by Mr. 
Lowndes that tlie Bank had made no inquiiy as to the constitu- 
tion of the firm and the purpose oi the liability. 

On il ese facts the aigument for the appellant isj shortly, 
this ; The defendant him is not a paitnership in the legal sense 
of the tmn, because it consists of the membeis ot a joint family, 
governed not by the Indian 0^ ntiact Act, but by the Hindu law. 
Those members were copaiceners, who carried m axi anecbtierl 
trade in the name of the family firm Their relations whether 
mier se ov\Yii\i the ouisitie wmild, must be regulated by the rules 
of Idndulaw applicable to the joini family system. One of 
those rules is that laid dow a by the Jadieial Committee of the 
Privy Council in the loading ease of Ilnm&manperBmd 
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Musmmat Babooee ilmraj Koonmeree (y. There it was held that 
no debt contracted by the managing member of a joint family, 
consisting among others of minor coparceners, can bind the 
minor members, nnless it was for some family purpose, or unless 
at least the creditor is able to prove that on proper enquiry he 
honestly believed that it was for such purpose. 

Applying that rule to the facts of the case, it is urged that the 
Bank are not entitled to a decree even against the share of the 
minor Keshavlal in the family firm, since the promissory notes 
in question were given by the other paitner, Narottam, in fraud 
of the firm, and the Bank had made no enquiry as to the necessity 
for, or purpose of, the notes before becoming indorsees for value. 

The reason of the rule that putneis in trade have authority, 
as regaids third persons, to bind the firm by bills of exchange 
or a promissory note is stated in Tudor’s Selection of Leading 
Cases on Mercantile and Maritime Law {3rd Edn., p. 477) to bo 
that, in the case of mercantile partnerships, the circulating of 
negotiable instruments is necessary. The drawing and accepting 
of bills and the giving of promissory notes is “part of the ordinary 
course of such a partnership,’’ because, having regard to its 
nature, that power is essential and is incidental to its purposes : 
see the judgment of Oockburn, C. J., in Nicholson v. Eichtts 
The rule has been adopted and enforced in the case of trading 
partnerships in the interests of trade and the necessities of 
commerce, and has become a rule of the trade. 

It is true that neither any Smriti nor authoritativ e commentary 
on Hindu law expressly recognises any such law with refei’ence 
to a joint Hindu family carrying on a trade in the capacity of a 
firm or to any other trading firm. But it follows, I think, from 
eeitain general principles laid down by some of the Smriti writers 
and their commentators that, where such a family embarks on a 
trade for the purposes of its livelihood, it is bound by all the 
rules and laws applicable to that trade. 

According to Hindu lawgivers, from Manu downwards, traders 
formed a part of the Hindu polity, and the profession of trade 
ww meant for the third and last of the twice-born castes, namely, 

tt) (isstl) 8 Moo. t h SS3. (3) (I860) 2 E. & B. 407 at p. 523 , 



VOL. XXXIV.} 


BOMBAY SEEIES. 


77 


Vaishyas. The Brahmins and the Kshatrias were allowed to 
trade only in case of necessity and in times of distress. There 
are special rules laid down for traders. Where a caste or a joint 
family "takes to trading and that is handed down from one 
generation to the next and so on, it is called a trading caste or a 
trading family an-d trade becomes its duty or practice. In 
that case the duty or piactice is called Imlachma. The Smriti 
writers and the commentators all lay down the injunction that 
the king should slc \X\dAjl%ilaclia,iiy meaning the duty of every 
family or caste, is properly pre'^erved. [See Smriti No. 843 of 
Yajn javalkya in the Acharadhaya of the Mitakshara, Mogho\ 
3rd Edn., p. ICO.] 

These preliminary considerations of Hindu law must be borne 
in mind at the outset in the present case, because, in my opinion, 
they show that a joint family, which carries on a trade handed 
down fiom its ance‘-tors, becomes a trading family; trade being 
one of its hdachams it attracts to itself all the necessary 
incidents of trade. The members of such a family may indeed 
not be partners in the sti ict sense of the term because their 
relations 5(2 aie those of coparceners. But the definition 
given of partnership both in the Yyavahdra Mayukha and the 
'Mitdkshara is that where several persons, such as traders, etc., 
carry on business jointly it is samu hammi , partner- 

ship. Vijiianeshvara uses the same expression, hamhMya 
mmihlhanam^ i\e , partnership, in explaining Yajnyavalkya^s 
smxnti relating to an uncli\ided family. The smriti is that if 
the common stock be improved, an equal division is ordained/^ 
On this VijnaneshvaiVs gloss in the Mitdkshara (as translated 
in Stokeses Hindu Law Books) is Among iinseparated 
brethren, if the common stock be improved or augmented by any 
one of them, through agiiculture, commerce or similar means, an 
equal distribution nevertheless takes place ; and a double share is 
not allotted to the acquirer.^^ (btokes’s Hindu Law Books, 
page 390, s 3L) Ihis translation, I venture to think, does not 
bring out the force of the original. It ought to be as follows:— 

If the common stock of undivided brothers be collectively 
augmented in partnership for (the purposes of) agriculture, trade, 
or the like, by one of them, the partition shall be equal and a 
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double share shall not be allotted to the person angmentin"/^ 
The gluS'j -ho\\s that copaiceiiers in a joiut famiiy beco iie 
putiias, Vvhen tiny tiade ni muon I siy it ehor^s i! at beemse 
YijnaneshvcUJ? speaks of their muon in that respect mnhhiya 
^\h ch is als) the expressiou used in hus ^ hapter 
on Paitnei^hip at p. 2o3ot Moghe’*^ Sul Edn. 

Thcio is a Siniiti oi Biihaspati^, according to nhich coinpanie 
o! tiadesmen should adju'-t iheir disputes according to the 
rules of their own pioiessior/’ (Saciid Books oftheEast^ 
Vol* Pait I p 2Sl, paii 26). Xilakantha m his Y’^aval din 
Mayukha cites Bhtign as ordaining that ^Hiadc^’s, eiilti\atris 
of hud and aitisans n nst bo nicale to pay ttheir dobts)^ ^hac- 
cording to the custom ot the eountiy (1\1 indlil:''s TianshtioBj 
p. 101.) Th it include mcicintile u-^age 1 he same commentator 
cites \^jasa as laying down tb it the decision oi a (dspute a»noiig 
merchants. ... is impossible to be made by othei^ (t 
pci sons ot otlier pei suasions) ^ but it should be caused to be made 
by those who know those pu suits’-’ (Man dik’s h inshti n^ 
p. 6.) The lexson of this must be dixi it h m rch ints alone nho 
know Viest what the lules of their pioie^^sim, adopted iii the 
intoiests oi trade, aiv. Tho im )licitio \ n thx such iiilc» mu t 
be foil )Wtd in the mb rests i £ ti ide N nvb re is it stated that 
these lules do n t apply to a jo nt fun h cur\ing on a tra le ns 
its/t-z^ic/cA^ra 01 i uml) busiueso meiM\ h cause it occupies also 
the status of a j nut family. It then oui Couits h i e h hi that^ 
in the mteiest» ot c immeivo, o le membei of a tiadiug film has 
po\\er to bind the othei m mbeis, whtth r they be minors, o. 
adul s by m ans oi a negotuble instrument guen m the na ut of 
the film in favour of a loud Me iioldei for valu , and if that rule 
ha^ become a nccessai y incident of that tia le, or jart of its 
mechanism, the aathority of the texts above-cited suppoits the 
vhw that all members of the fiaii aie bound by a piomissi ry 
rjote given by one of them in the name of the firm. 

The rule of Hindu law that deb^s contracted by a managing 
tfaember of a joint family are binding on the other members 
only whe^ they are for a family purpose, is subject to at least 
one important exception* According to a text of Yajujavalkya, 

among herdsmoit^ vintners, dancers, washermen, and hunters, 
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the husband shall pay the debts of his wife/’ and the reason 
is stat" 1 to be that “ the livelihoo 1 of the lam ly depends ” upon 
the wi£o« [ICau Uik’s Ti uislation ot the Vyavahdra Mayukha, 
p. 114, 11. 35 & 30 ] In his gloss upon this text Vijnaneshvara 
ill the Mitakshara points out that the reason assigned in the 
text for this exception shows that the lule applies to similar 
cases. Aparaikah) states that this is an exception to tho general 
lule ixlating to families. Balamlihattat^) in his commentary on 
the Mtdkshira points out tint the specified cases in the text 
are not exhaustive but illustrativ’-o and that the principle applies 
to all alike— Brahmins and others similarly situated. That is, 
the teim ‘ wile ’ in the text stands for the larta or manager of 
the f.iuiily and the terms ‘ herdsmen, etc.,’ stand for its members 
carrying on a family business. Fiom this text it follows that 
where a family carries on a business or profession, and maintains 
itself by means ot it, tne member who manages it for the family 
has an implied authority to contract tiebts for its purposes, and 
the creditor is not bound to inquire into the purpose of the debt 
to bind the whole family thereby, because tl at power is 
necessary for the very existence of the f imily. Whether the 
debt was eontiacted tor the pm pose of the family profession or 
not, it binds the members. 

And this is suhstxntially in accordance with the dictum in 
ThaJiui ^ichts LaKhmiehanl J/irMi/nw where it was 
said at page 5-: —A minor, who is a member of a joint Hindu 
family canymgon an ancestral trade as a firm, is bound by smli 
acts as are necessarily incident to the carrying on of a trade. 
According to the law merchant, the drawing of a bill ot exchange 
or tho giving of a promissory note is a necessary incident of the 
cairying on of trade. The dictum in Rtmlal v. La'kJmicha,nd'^\ 
strictly speaking, was not neeessaiy for the pm poses of its actual 
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decision. And the decisions of the Calcutta High Court in 
Johurra Bibee v. Sreegopal Muse? and Btmola Bosses w 
Mohm Bosses and Sakrabhai v. Magmilal ii> which 
Bmnlal v. lahlwticlimd is approved and followed^ do not 
exactly touch the point of law arising in the present case, 
I should have declined to act upon the dicta in these cases 
had I found no support for them in the Hindu law books, 
I am of opinion that they correctly express the Hindu law on the 
subject, having regard to the tests to which I have referred 
in this judgment. In Samalbhai NatJmhhm v. SomesJivar 
it has been held by this Court that a joint family carrying 
on business as a firm is not exclusively governed either by the 
principles applicable to joint families as such or by the Contract 
Act* It is, I think, a necessary inference from that decision 
that those principles “will apply to such a firm only so far as 
they are not opposed to but are consistent with the necessary 
incidents of trade and the paramount interests of commerce^ 

We have been asked by Mr. Raikes, in his argument for the 
appellant, not to apply this law to the facts of this case^ because 
the law, so far as it has been applied to partnerships formed 
under the Indian Contract Act or to partnerships falling Vvdthin 
the English law, has its origin in mercantile usage but no such 
usage was pleaded by the respondent Bank and indeed it could 
not he pleaded as the suit was filed as a summary action under 
the rules of this Court. The answer to this contention is simple. 

The law merchant, it has been observed, forms a branch of the 
law of England, and those customs which have been universally 
and notoriously prevalent amongst merchants, and have been 
found by experience to be of public use, have been adopted as a 
part of it, upon a principle of convenience, and for the benefit of 
trade and commerce ; and, when so adopted, it is unnecessary to 
plead and prove them.^' [Broomes legal Maxims, 7 th Edn., p* 705,] 

Then comes the question as to the nature and extent of the 
liahflity of the minor Kesbavlal. We have been referred by 

: 0) (lS7aj 1 Cftl. 470; m (1901) 20 Bom. 200. 

m (X860) 5 Cal. (4) (1801) 1 Bom. H. C. E. Apps. li, 

. ■ :■ (r>). (18S0) '5 Bom.38, ' ' ' ' 
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Mr, Eaikes to the decision of tlie Judicial Oommittee of the 
Privy Council in Mohori Biles v. Bhumodas Q hose 
a miaoi; 5s incapable of contracting. And he ai’gues that section 
247 of the Indian Contract Act is inapplicable here^ because the 
minor is governed by the principles of Hindu law. 

Assuming that it is so, what is the Hindu law on the subject ? 
Where a minor is a coparcener in a joint family, his share 
in the family property is liable for debts contracted by his 
managing coparcener for any family purpose or any purpose 
incidental to it. If the family is a trading firm, the same rule 
must apply with this difference that the term family purpose or 
purposes incidental to it must here give way to the expression 
trading purpose or purpose incidental to ifj having regard to the 
nature and objects of the family business. The circulating of a 
negotiable instrument is in the case of a joint family trading as 
a firm, necessary for its* existence and its purposes. It is a 
necessary incident of the carrying on of the trade. Without it 
the firm could not gain credit in the market and prosper. The 
minor’s share is, therefore, bound by it, since it constitutes an 
obligation of the firm. This conclusion arises, in my opinion, 
from the principles of Hindu law with which I have dealt in 
the earlier part of this judgment. It is unnecessary, therefore^ 
to invoke the aid of either section 247 or any other provision of 
the Indian Contract Act. 

For these reasons I am of opinion that the conclusion of law 
arrived at by Heaton, J., is correct* His decree, however, goes 
further than the law warrants and must be modified by striking 
put the words against the firm of Raghimathji Taraehand’’, 
and substituting for them the words Against the share of 
the minor defendant Keshavlal in the firm of Raghunathji 
Tarachand.’’ In other respects the decree must be confirmed. 
As to costs, the variation we have made in the decree appealed 
from appears substantial but in name. It is .admitted by Mr. 
Raikes that the minor has no property of his own. The respon- 
dents understood the decree to apply only to the minor^s 
share, and when the appeal was opened, their counsel at once 
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conceded the point a<? to the personal liability of the niinor. The 
argument m appeal was confined to the ininor^s share hi the 
firm and on that point the appeal fails. 1 h© decree must; there- 
fore, be Confirmed with cost«?. 

BatcheloE; J. !— This appeal laiscs a question of the liability 
of the appellants in respect of two promissory notes executed by 
one Narottam Gordhan in favour of one Hirabhai Ghellabhai, who 
indorsed them over to the Bank of Bombay and received the 
money for them fr< m the Bank. The facts necessary for the 
decision oi the appeal are either admitted or are found and not 
contested. Naiottam we s the adult uianager of a joint Hindu 
family, the only other coparccnei being bis brother^ Ke.^havlal; 
an infant, now about tour years oi age. Among the assets of the 
undivided iainily was a joint fiim trading in the name of Raghu- 
nathji Tarachand, vho was the grandiather of Naiottam and 
the original founder of the business# The promissory notes in 
suit were executed by Narottam in the name of the fiim, Raghu- 
natbji Tarachand; hut no eomideration passed from Hirabhai 
Ghellabhai# Hirabhai was a ftiend of Narottaui; who executed 
the notes on the faith of the mei^e assurance by Hirabhai that he 
would not be called upon to pay. In fact Hirabhai was unable 
to meet the notes and appears to have committed suicide. The 
notes were dishonoured, and the respondents, who are holders 
for value without notice of any fraud, seek to come upon the 
film Eaghunathji Tarachand, including the minor KeshavIaFs 
share therein. The only material question for decision is 
whether the minor^s share in the firm is liable. It is admitted 
by Mr. Raikes that Narottam is liable; and it is admitted by 
Mr. Lowndes that the decree under appeal cannot be sustained 
in so far as, being a decree against the firm; it would bo enforce* 
able against the minor personally. 

With regard to Mr. Eaikes^s preliminary objection to the frame 
oE the suit; I agree with my learned colleague that a sufficient 
wwer to it is supplied by section 678 of the Civil Procedure Code 
of 1SS2 1 seotion 99 of the present Code is to tho same effect. 

This brings toe to the principal question whether the minor^s 
ihate in the firm is tiabje pn the obligations undertaken by 
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Narottam in the name of the tim. Mr. Lowndes has invited iis 
to decide the question on the principles of the law merchant, 
and has urged in forcible language that the reversal of the 
decree would have the effect of paralysing a very important 
branch ot tiade throughout the length and bieadrh of the Pre- 
sidency. But these considerations, though undoubtedly of great 
consequence in their proper place, do not, I think, assist a 
Court of Justice. It is our business to ascertain and declare 
what the law is ; we have no concern with what it ought to bo 
in reference to one standard or another. The law here and 
now actually is one way or the other : if it is in favour of 
the decree made, well and good ; but if it is not, a Court 
cannot, I think, make it the law by showing that it would 
be for the convenience of met chants to have it so. As I 
understand the maHer, no degree of commercial couvenieneo 
can convert bad law into good. It is of course a satisfaction to a 
judge to find that the law, as he ascertains it to be, meets tbc 
requirements of an important class of the community; but 
further than that I do not see how the argument ah i ncmvetii- 
entic&xi properly be picssed. It may be observed, moreover, , 
that here in India we are governed by our Codes, which are 
subjected to fairly frequent amendment whenever amendment 
is considered to be required ; so that there should be the less 
temptation to judges to encroach upon the province of the 
legislature. And I am aware of no authority for supposing 
that, side by side with the recognised law, there exists in India 
today a separate set of valid, but somewhat undefined legal 
principles describable as the law merchant. I should rather 
suppose that those portions of the law merchant which the 
Indian legislature has seen fit to accept are to be found embodied 
in such provisions of that legislature as the Contract Act and 
the Negotiable Instrumenis Act j and that it is not competent 
to us to leave this firm ground and explore the uncertain 
regions which are imperfectly defined by the pharse, the law 
merchant. Some reliance was placed by Mr. Lowndes on Gotd- 
wia V. ttobaris W, where Cockburn C, J., lays down that the law 
merchant is not fixed and stereotyped, but is capable of being 

(l) (1 875) L. K. 10 Ex, 887 at p. 346, 
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expanded and enlarged so as to meet the requirements o£ 
trade in the varying circumstances of commerce. But in the 
same sentence the Chief Justice explains that this expansion 
is effected hy the usages of merchants being duly proved and 
so becoming ratified by the decisions of Courts of law j and he 
refers to the dictum of Lord Campbell in Brandao v. Barneit 
that “ when a general usage has been judicially ascertained and 
established, it becomes a part of the law merchant, which Courts 
of Justice are bound to know and recognise.” In this case no 
such usage was even pleaded, and the argument presupposes 
that, in the entire absence of evidence, we shoul 1 pronounce, 
presumably of our own knowledge, that the interests of com- 
merce require the rule of law to be in the respondent's favour 
and against the Hindu minor. Speaking for myself, I can only 
say that I have no such knowledge There would of course have 
been no difiieulty in giving effect to the alleged usage if it had 
been properly pleaded and proved, but since that was not done, 
I am of opinion that if the decree is to be affirmed, it must be 
affirmed by reference simply to the accepted principles of law, 
as the law has Ihitherto been’ understood in this part of India. 
That of course will still leave it open to us to refer for guidance 
to English decisions’, where they are properly applicable, but 1 
do^ not think that we can, by a stroke of the pen, apply a 
p iuciple of English law to a minor member of a Hindu joint 
family, •Finally, on this part of the case, I am inclined to think 
that the liability of the innocent co-partner depends rather upon 
the general principles of agency than upon anything peculiar 
to the law merchant. 

^ As the learned Judge below bas pointed out, then, the problem 
IS not to be solved merely on the authority of the law in England 
as to the liability of an infant partner, for the members of this 
joint Hindu firm are, in stiictuess, certainly not mere partners 
in the sense known to Engli-h law. The fiim is not strictly a 
ptotner-,hip. but is one of the assets of an undivided Hindu 
amily in which Narottam and the infant are coparceners. On 
the other hand the analogy between such a joint firm in its 

(b (18^3 la ci. & F. 787 at y. 805. 
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relations with the outer world and an ordinary partnership is in 
many respeets extremely close. It becomes necessary^ therefore^ 
to consider how the Courts have in the past dealt with these 
joint firms^ and to what extent they have been taken out of the 
sphere of ordinary Hindu law and brought within the operation 
of the law of partnership. The leading decision on the subject 
h Sausse 0. J/s judgment in Bamlal v. Lahhiiicliand w-hich 
has admittedly been accepted as good law' ever since 1861. There 
the learned Chief Justice in discussing the question what 
extent a minor member of an undivided Hindu family wall ho 
held bound by the acts of the family manager with reference to 
aiiancestial family tiade^Mays it dowm that in carrying on 
such a trade, infant members of the undivided tamily will bo 
bound by ail acts of the man iger . . . which are necessarily incident 
to anl flowing out of ihe canyi-ng ou of that trade... The 

power of a manager to carry on a family trade neces- 

sarily implies a powder to pledge the property and credit 
of the family for the ordin.ary purposes of that trade. 
Third parties, in the ordinary course of iond fide trade 

dealings, should not be held bound to investigate the 

^faim of the family represented by the manager wdnlst dealing 
wnth him on the credit of the family property/^ And he goes on 
to point out that in the interests of the joint family itself, with 
which otherwise third parties would bo unwilling to take the 
risk of dealing, it is necessary thus far to trench upon the pro- 
tection which the Hindu law generally extends to the interests 
of a minor. This decision was followed in Johnrra Bihee v. 
Sreegopal Ah$ser^^\ where Pontifex, J., sa 5 s that persons 
carrying on a family business in the profits of which all the 
members of the family would participate must have authority 
to pledge the joint family property and credit for the ordinary 
purposes of the business. Then there is [the case of Joylieio 
Conar v. NiUyannnd Nundy decided by Garth, 0. J., and two 
other judges. The judgment was pionoimced by Sir Richard 
Garth who after citing the provisions of section 247 of the 
Contract Act observes that on principle there ought not to he 
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any diflference between the nature of the liability of an infant 
admitted by contract into a partnership busine'^s and that of 
one on whose behalf an ancestral trade is car ried on by a 
manager/^ This was quoted with approval m this Court in the 
Pull Bench case of Sahrahlai v. Mag%)ilal where Jenkins, 0. J., 
also affirms the following extract from Bemola Bimee v. Mohun 
In this case Gour Chum certainly had an implied 
power to borrow on the credit of the joinr family as partners in the 
firm; also we think, he had power to borrow on the credit of the 
joint fa nily, as a joint family for the purposes of the firm* A joint 
family carrying on a busine-s is necessarily a peculiar kind of 
partnership.'^^ I need not pursue the oases further : enough has 
been cited to show that in establishing the legal relations of a 
joint firm the Courts treat it as a kind of partner'^lnp and apply 
the principles of that law. Section 247 of the Contract Act 
appears to me to furnish distinct authority for this view, which 
so far as I can gather, is not in conflict with any tes;t of the 
Hindu law dealing specifically with the legal position of an 
ancestral firm in its dealings with the outside world of com- 
merce. It follows, I think, that the test to be applied in such 
cases is rather the apparent authority of the manager than the 
actual necessity of the family. And that to my mind is a per- 
fectly reasonable position, for while there is no absolute irecessity 
for the family to trade at all, when once the family trade is 
admitted, all usual acts done in the normal course of carrying 
it on may be considered neeoss<ary to the trade. If this 
reasoning is right, we have taken what appeirs to me to be the 
really important step in the case, that is, the step from the 
orainary Hindu law as to a managei^s power of alienation to the 
law of partnership , and, that step taken, the decision of the 
appeal does not seem to present much difficulty. The law of 
paitnership is liid down in the Contract Act, and for any 
further elucidation of its principles we are justified m referring 
— indwd. counsel for appellant has insistently lefeired— to 
deeieions of the Courts in Eng'and. The central facts are that 
the Bank had no knowledge of any fraud j that Narottam, who 
signed in the firm’s name, had in fact authoiity to do so ; and that 

(19013 S6 Bcw. 806 at p. 218, &) (1880) 5 Cal, 702 at p 804, 
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the execution of such notes is an act necessary for^ or usually 
done in the conduct of such a trade as the family here was 
carrying on^ Therefore, under section 251 of the Contract Act, I 
am of opinion that Narottam bound the firm ; and that, as 
Heaton, J., has pointed out, would be the law in England, If, 
then; the firm as a firm is bound, is Keshavlabs share in the firm 
exempt from liability because Keshavlal is an infant ? In Eng- 
landj if the proper steps in procedure are taken, the infantas share 
becomes available for the benefit of the creditors : see Lovell ^ 
Chrkfii}a8 v, BeaueJiamp^^^* But here oeeois a difficulty which was 
urged upon us with much force by Mr. Raikes : in England a 
minor^s contract is merely voidable at his election on attaining 
full age, whereas in India a minor^s contract is void. That was 
laid down by their Lordships of the Privy Council in Mohori Bibee 
V, BImmodas Gkose^^\ and the cases of Lo^/ckio Cowar Nitty amncl 
Nimcly^^'^ and Rampartah v. Foolibm^^'^ were decided before it was 
settled that a minor was incompetent to contract, and while the 
general current of Indian decisions was in favour of holding such 
contract only voidable. But the answer appears to me to be 
that the statutory provision contained in section 247 of the 
Contract Act, which after declaring that the minor shall not be 
personally liable, goes on, but the share of such minor in the 
property of the firm is liable for the obligation of the firm.^^ I 
apprehend, therefore, that when once an obligation is held to 
attach to the firm, the minor’s share in the firm must necessarily 
be liable. It may by a plausible conjecture, as suggested by Sir 
Frederick Pollock and Mr, Mulla in their edition of the Contract 
Act, that in framing section 247 the draftsman had either 
overlooked section 11 or had taken the earlier, but now 
impossible, view of it, namely that a minor’s contract was mere- 
ly voidable; but, however that may be, these are the words of the 
statute, which, as I understand them, are not the less imperative 
by reason of the now established interpretation of section 11. If 
this wore a suit by the minor against the other members of the 
firm, say for an account, I can understand that some difficulty 
might be caused by the circumstance that under section 11 the 

(l) [1894J A. C. 607. {3} (1878) 3 Cal. 733. 

(3) (1902) L. n. 30 I. A. 114, {4} (1898) 20 Bow, 767, 
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minor is not now competent to contract ; but I am unable to see 
how, in a suit like the present, this construction o£ section 11 can 
destroy the force of section 247. Though Keshavlal is a minor, 
and as such not competent to contract, yet for the reasons 
already given, I think that the liability of his share is a question 
to be determined by the law of partnership, and it is in the 
Contract Act that that law is contained. 

On these grounds I agree with the learned judge below that 
the minor’s share is liable to the Bank It is urged that this is 
a harsh conclusion, but considerations of that nature do not 
seem to me appropriate in such a case as this where unfortu- 
nately either one innocent party or another must suffer for the 
misconduct of a third. 

For these reasons I agree that the decree should be affirmed 
subject to the slight variation not contested, and that this 
appeal should be dismissed wuh costs. 


Attorneys for the appellant ; Messrs. ^ Co, 

Attorneys for the respondents : Messrs, Crmefonl, Brown ^ Co. 

B. N. h. 


OBIMINAL REVISION. 

Before Sir Basil Srotl, Xt , Chief Justice, and Mr, Justice Batehelor. 

EMPBROE V NAGJI GHELABHAI * 

Criminal Pioccdmo Code {Act V of 1808), seelions 19S, 478—Sanetion to 
prosecute — Svbsiqvent older to piosecute passed under section 478. 

Tho graut of a sanction to prosooate to a prhato individual under section 195 
of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1898, is no bai to the subsequent institution of 
proceedings by the Cnil Court itself under section 478 of the Code. 
Queen’jEmpress v. HlianLarH), followed. 

TbJS was an application to revise an order passed ly Dor dat 
D., Second Class Magistrate of Pardi. 


* Criminal Application for Eevision No. 141 of 1909, 
OD (1888) 13 Bom. 384 
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The petitioner Nagji Glielabhai and another preferred a 
complaint against Khandu Malhaii and five others charging 
them with theft or in the alternative with ciiminal breach of 
trust. The Second Class Magistnte of Pardi inquired into the 
ca«e and discharged the accused under section 253 of the 
Criminal Procedure Oode^ 189S. 

One of the accused^, Khandu Malhari^ tiieieafter applied for 
sanction to prosecute the complainants under section 195 of the 
Criminal Procedure Oode^ 1898. This application was granted. 

Another of the accused^ Dala Sidhu^ also applied for and 
obtained sanction to prosecute the complainants^ for offences 
under sections 211^ 193^ 196 and 463 of the Indian Penal Code, 
1860. 

Some time after this, a clerk in the Second Class Magistrate’s 
Court at Pardi filed an information against the same complain- 
ants in the Court of the Fiist Class Magistrate at Bulsar, charging 
them under sections 182^ 211, 193^ 195, 196^ 4i65, 471 and 109 of 
the Indian Penal Code^ 186^^, with reference to the same matter. 
The clerk also produced an order sanctioning the prosecution. 

The Magistrate entertained the complaint, and put the 
petitioners on their trial. 

The petitioners applied to the High Court. 

-ZT. C. Gmjajee (with X i/. Talayafhliayi)^ for the petitioners: — 
We submit that the Magistrate having once granted sanction to 
Khandu Malhari, was not competent to grant any more sanctions 
to others with reference to the same matter. The Magistrate is 
not even at liberty to extend the time of a sanction which he 
has once granted ; much less can he give a subsequent sanction 
to the same or any other man. 

8* Bm, Acting Government Pleader, for the Crown The 
first sanction here is granted under section 195 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code, 1898. It does not restrict the Magistrate’s power 
to direct prosecution of the same persons under section 478 of 
the Godcj See Qmen^Bmjpreu v. Skmlmr^K 


89 

im. 


KmrFBOB 

ISIiGJI 

Ghmabhai. 


(1) (1888) IS Bom. S84. 



90 


THE INDIAN LAW EEPORTS. [VOL. XXXIV. 


1909. 


EKSEaOR 

il. 

VilOSI 

Ghelabhai. 


Scott, 0. J. On the Slsfc o£ October 1908 the Second Class 

i * 

Magistrate of Pdrdi granted sanction to two accused persons m a 
theft case to prosecute the complainants for the oifences men- 
tioned in section 195 of the Criminal Procedure Code. No action 
was taken upon that sanction, but in the December following a 
complaint was lodged in the Court of the nearest Magistrate, 
First Class, by the Karkun of the Second Class Magistrate of 
P&di who stated to the Court that he knew the accused who were 
the complainants in the theft case and that he had lodged the 
complaint by order of the Second Class Magistrate, that it was a 
verbal order, that he was given the sanction order and the papers 
in the case of the complaint of the accused Nagji Ghelabhai and 
that he produced the Second Class Magistrate’s sanction. There- 
upon the accused was arrested and put on his trial. 

An application has now been made to us to quash the proceed- 
ings on the ground that they have been instituted under an 
illegal sanction. The argument is that section 195 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code only contemplates one sanction for prosecution 
by a private individual, and it does not contemplate a new sanc- 
tion to a private individual being given, because, that would be 
an evasion of the proviso to section 195 (6) which in effect provides 
that the term of a sanction shall not be extended except by the 
High Court. 

The learned Government Pleader, however, has pointed out to 
us the evidence of the clerk of the Second Class Magistrate to 
which we have alluded and we think that having regard to that 
evidence we ought to accept the Government Pleader’s argument 
that the proceedings which are now going on before the First 
Class Magistrate are proceedings instituted under section 476 by 
the Court itself. 

The Kdrkun who instituted those proceedings is an officer of 
that Court and has no personal interest in prosecuting the accused 
persons. 

It has been held by this Court in the case of Qaeen-Bmpfes^ 
' V. that the existence of a previous sanction under 

' section 195 hf tiie Criminal Procedure Code is no bar to the 
iasMtuto of proceedings hy the Civil Court itself under section 

(1888) J8Boni.884. 
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478 andj we think, that h an authority for the view which we take 
in this case that the sanction of the 31st October to the private 
individuals is no bar to the proceedings which are now being 
taken at the instance of the Second Class Magistrate by his 
Kdrknn. 

Woj therefore^ reject the application. 

A^jpUcaiion f ejected* 
K* B, 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Sir JBmil Seott^ Et*, Chief Justice^ md Mr* Jnstiee Batchelor* 

XAEBINH AHT> OTHEBS (ORIGINAL BErENDANTS la, 15 AN 3 > Ic), APPELLANTS, 
YAMAN YENKATBAO and othbes (oeiginal Plaiktipfs 1—3 anp 

Depikdants 2-— 5), Eespondents.* 

Limitation Act (XV of 1877), sections ^9, — Ciril Procedure Code 

(Act Xjy of 1882), section Sl-^CivU Procedure Code {Act V of 1908), Order I, 
Buie 0 — Lands attacked to vafan-^Joint owners — Lease — Lease good till the 
death of the surviving joint owner----G-ordon Settlement of lS64-^Suit hy repre* 
sentatives of one Joint owner to recover possession-^^Representatives of the other 
joint owner Joined as co-defendants with the representatives of the lessee — 
Flamiiffs claim allowed to theesstent of their share — Appeal hy plaintiffs md 
co-defendants claiming their share-— Limitation'---Treatment of co- defendants 
as co-plaintiffs —Amendment of plaint and decree* 

Certain lands attached to a vatan belonged jointly to two brothers Y. and D. 
In the year 1872 the lands were let hy Y. nnder a perpetual lease which was 
attested by J>* B. pre-deceased Y. In the year 1905 within twelve years 
from the death of Y,, his representatives brought a suit for the recovery of the 
lands let by Y. They sought to recover the entire lands on the ground of 
eldership. The suit was brought against defendants la, Ih and Ic as the heirs 
of the mortgagee of the lessee (the original 1st defendant), against defendants 
2 and S as the heirs of the lessee and against defendants 4 and 5 as the heirs of 
B. The heirs of defendant 1 and defendants 2 and 3 defended the suit on the 
ground, of limitation, the suit not having been brought within twelve 

years from the date of the lease. Defendants 4 and 5 did not contest the 
plaintiffs* cUim. The first Court allowed the plaintiffs* claim to the extent of 
th# sbare^ namely, a moiety on the ground that their claim to that extent 
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was not time-baTred. On appeal “by tlie plainfcifs and defendants 4 and 6 the 
latter of whom in appeal claimed their share, namely, tho other moiety, the 
appellate Court a’a aided the other moioty to defendants 4 and 5. 

On second appeal by the heirs of the moitgagee, 

Held, affitrmmg the deciee that the whole claim was within time A vatan- 
dar IS entitled to alienate \atan lands for the term of his natniai life and his 
childien although not sepaiate in iiiteiest ftom him have no right to object to 
stich alienation nntil aftei his death. 

Where a lease of vatan property is effected by one joint owner with the 
consent of the othei joint ownei, the time foi the recovery of tho vatan pio- 
perty from the lessee inns fiom the date of the death of the snivivor of the 
Joint lessors. 

Defendants 4 and 5 ha\ing sought to lecover in appeal their share which they 
had not asked for in the Sist Com 5. 

"Eddi allowing then" claim th it they being paities to tbe suit instituted 
within the twelve years cliu mg which the r iiglifc to a sbaie in the vatan pro- 
perty could be elToctiiall} detcim i td, the Couiu must deal with tbe matter in 
tontroveisysofai as icgaids the lights and mtoiests of the paities actually 
hronght befoie it by the in&titutmn of tbe suit, 

A par l;y transfer led to tbe side of tbe plaintiff from tbe side of tbe defendant 
is not a new plaintiff to whom tbe piovi&.ons of section 22 of tbe Limitation 
Act (XT of 1877) apply. 

Ea^endrahala Dehya v. Tara^pada concuned in* 

Plaint and decree of ibe lowei appellate Couit amended by entoiing defendants 
4 and 5 as co-plaintiffs. 

Second appeal from the dcci^on of V. Y. Phadke, First 
Class Subordinate Judge of Belgaum, with appellate powers, 
amending the decree of H Y, Ohinmiilgund, Subordinate Judge 
of Chikodi. 

The facts were as follows 

The lands in dispute were attached to a Deshpande vatan 
which belonged to one Eaghupat who died leaving him surviving 
two sons, Veukatrao and Dashrath^ of whom Yenkatrao was the 
^ older. In the year 1872 Yenkatrao leased the lands perpetually 
to one Annarao Herlekar, father of defendants 2 and 8 . The 
lease was attested by Dashrath. Annarao in the year 1S81 
Mortgaged his right as lessee of the lands to one Krishnarao 
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Balaji^ defendant 1, Daslirath died in the year 1876 leaving him 
surviving two sons Abaji and Narayan, defendants 4 and 5. Ven- 
Icatrao died in the year 1893 leaving behind two sons Taman and 
Vishnu and a grandson Damodar Sitaram as his heirs and legal 
representatives. In the year 1905^ that is^ within twelve years 
from the date of Venkatrao's deaths his three representatives 
brought the present suit to recover possession of the lands against 
Krishnarao Balaji, the mortgagee of the lessee Annarao, defend- 
ant and he having died his sons and heirs Narsinh, Pampa 
ali^s Shriniwas and Sudani alias Raghunath were brought on 
the record as defendants I'?, 15 and Ic, respectively, against the 
heirs of the lessee, defendants 2 and 3^ and against their cousins, 
the sons of Daslirath, defendants 4 and 5. The plaintiffs alleged 
that as they were the representatives of the elder branch of the 
vatandar family the entire lands belonged to them by right of 
eldership and that their father Venkatrao had no right under 
the Vatan Act to alienate to strangers beyond his life-time. 

Defendant 1 contended that the lands were not kept with the 
plaintiffs ill right of eldership and plaintiffs were not the repre- 
sentatives of the elder branch, that Annarao having rendered 
valuable service to the plaintiffs' family, the lands were given to 
him in gift in hea of remuneration long before the lease of 1872, 
that such a gift could not be retracted and was out of the 
pale of the Vatan Act, that the claim was time-barred, that 
though defendants 4 and 5 weie members of the undivided family 
represented by them and the plaintiffs, they were joined as co- 
defendants notwithstanding the fact that their claim also was 
time-barrred and that even if the plaintiffs succeeded in establish- 
ing their claim they could not recover possession without 
redeeming the defendants' moitgage on payment of Es. 1,000, 

Defendants 2 and 3 answered that the claim was time-harred, 
that the Vatan Act was not applicable to the lands in suit and 
that they had no interest in the lands and were unnecessarily 
sued# 

Defendant 4 admitted the claim and stated that he might be 
joined as plaintiff if necessary. 

Defendant 5 was absent^ 
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The Subordinate Judge found that the plaintiffs were not 
entitled to the entire lands by right of eldership but were enti- 
tled to a moiety, that the lands in suit were vatan governed by 
the Vatan Act^ that the perpetual lease passed by Venkat- 
rao to Annarao was not binding on the plaintiffs, that defend- 
ant 1 failed to show that because the claim was time-barbed 
against the shares of defendants 4 and 5, the plaintiffs^ claim 
was also time-barred and that the plaintiffs were entitled to 
recover by partition a moiety of each of the lands in suit and to 
get subsequent mesne profits. Ho, therefore, passed a decree 
directing the plaintiffs to recover by partition a moiety of each 
of the lands from defendants la, lb and Ic, heirs of defendant 1. 

On appeal by the plaintiffs, defendants 4 and 5 joined them in 
the appeal contending that the first Court was wrong in suppos- 
ing that their claim was time-baired and it should have awarded 
to them the other moiety of the lands which it refused to restore 
to the plaintiffs The appellate Court found that the moiety of 
the lands which was not awarded to the plaintiffs could be decreed 
to the appellants, defendants 4 and 5. It therefore amended the 
decree of the first Court and directed that the plaintiffs should 
recover from defendants 15 and Ic, heirs of defendant 1, half 
of the lands in dispute with mesne profits from date of suit and 
that defendants 4 and 5 should similarly recover the other half* 
With respect to the claim of defendants 4 and 5 the Court made 
the following remarks 

The lovei Comt assumes that the claim oE defendants 4 and 5 is time- 
haired, and it w uiged m appeal that the claim is hatred as it was not bre^ght 
within 12 yeais of the death of the fathei of defendants 4 and 6* This 
view is erroneous, Piaintiiffs and defendants 4 and 5 were undivided until 
recently and their parents wore undivided. That having been so, defend- 
ants 4 and 5 coiiM not until paitition, say that certain lands belonged to 
themselves exclusively The father of plaintiffs was the head of the undivided 
family and alienations made by him were to be respected till Ms death or till 
separation of defendants 4 and 6. The suit was brought within time from 
the toth of the father (plaintiff’s) and hence it is in time. Defendants 4 
and B have been parties all along, so that it is not a case of adding parties. For 
these rewns I hold that the claim of defendants 4 and 5 Is in time. 

Defendants \a, 15 and le, sons and heirs of defendant 1, pre- 
fersed a second appeal. 
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C. A, JBele for the appellants (defendants La, and Ic) :--The 
permanent lease, Exhibit 48, passed by Venkatrao in 1872 recites 
that the lands were held by the lessee from generation to genera- 
tion. So it was a formal recognition of a perpetual tenancy which 
had been in existence prior to Regulation XYI of 1827. Therefore 
under section 83 of the Land Revenue Code, we are entitled to 
remain in possession as the assignees of the pernaanent tenant. 

The Judge in appeal made out anew case for the respondents, 
defendants 4 and 5, They claimed the moiety for the first time 
in appeal. Their claim was inconsistent with their pleading and 
should not have been allowed ; Mylapote lyasawtay v. 'Zeo 
Eshenehutider Singh v. Shamachurn 

It was wrong to treat the suit as one for partition. It was a 
suit in ejectment. Defendants 4 and 5 did not claim any share. 
On the contrary they admitted the plaintifi^’s claim to the entire 
lands and stated that they had no share in them. In his deposition 
defendant 4 admitted that he had no desire to be made a plaintiff 
and that he had no right to the lands. Therefore defendants 4 
and 6 were not in the position of plaintiffs : SMvmurtejppa v, 
Yirappa^^\ LaJcsAman v. Narayan 

Dashrath, the father of defendants 4 and 5, had attested the 
permanent lease and it also appears that he had knowledge of its 
contents. Therefore time began to run against them in 1876 
when Dashrath died and their claim for a moiety is, therefore, 
time-barred. Even assuming that time did not run against thary i 
till Venkatrao’s death in 1893, their claim for a moiety, which 
claim they made for the first time in appeal, was clearly time- 
barred as it was made more than twelve years after Yenkatrao's 
death. Section 28 of the Limitation Act, therefore, applies. 

No application was made to the Court for making defendants 4 
and 5 co-plaintiffs and no amendment of the record was made. 

B, S, F&thar for the respondents (plaintiffs 1 — 3 and defend- 
ants 2 — 5) : — The question as to when the tenancy commenced is 
a question of fact and the finding recorded by the lower Court 
on that point against the appellants is binding in second appeal. 

® (1887) W CaL 801. (S) (I899j 24 Bom. 128. 

(2) (1886) 11 Mop, I. A. 7. (4) (1899) 24 Bom. 18?. 
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Defeailants 4 and h have been parties from the commeacemenfe 
of the suit and the Court in appeal was rijjht in treating them as 
co-plaintiftb and in awarding them a moiety. Under section 32, 
paragraph 2, of the old Civil Pioceclurc Code (Act XIV of 1882) 
the Court was empowcreil to make rheni co-plainiiiTs, Section 22 
of the Limitation Act does not apply to such a case : Naijendralala 
Del^a V. Tarajpada Aelmrjee^'^h 

Limitation did not lun against defendants 4 and 5 from the 
time of Dashratifs death. The lease passed by Venkatrao with 
respect to the vataii property was good during his life-time : 
Appajl Bapiji v„ Keshav Shmnw^^h Sections 28 oi the Limitation 
Act does not apply as defeadams 4 and 5 were parties to the suit 
from the commencement and were in the position of plaintiffs. 

The record can be amended licie and defendants 4 and 5 can be 
made plaintiffs : sections 99 and 151 oi the new Civil Procedure 
Code (Act V oi 1908). 

C.A.lielem reply:*— The ruling in Nanonduikda Bely a v. 
Tarapadd^'^ is distinguishable. There the plaintiff had claimed 
• only his share and had made his co-sharer a defendant because 
he had refused to join as pkintiff. The decibion in KnsJma v. 
Mekampemmd^'^ applies, 

Bcott, 0. J. ;~Tiie plaintitts wdio are the sons of one Venkatrao 
sued the first three defendants for possession of certain vatan 
land which they alleged had been leased by their father 
Venkatrao by a led so date«l 1872 wdiich was operative only 
for the period of his hie. The plaintiffs were, at the date 
of the suit^ joint with their cousins the sons of Dashratli, 
Venkatrao’s brother, who with Venkatrao had been a joint 
vatandar of the JDeshpaiide vatan to which the propeity in suit 
was attached. 

The first three defendants contended that the lease of 1872 
was merely a formal recognition of a perpetual tenancy which 
had been in existence prior to the date of the Vatan Regulation 
of 1827 and that therefore they were entitled to remain in 
as permanent tenants, 

in (imB) $5 Oal 106A 0} (1908) M Oah 1005. 

&} (1890) 15 Bom# P. C^} (18S0) 10 Mad, 
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This argument rested on an allegation of fact which was held 
by the lower appellate Court to be not proved. This is sufficient 
in special appeal to dispose of the argument. 

We will now discuss tl’o points of law which have been urged. 
In the original Court the plaintiffs obtained a decree for a 
moiety only of the property in suit, on the footing that that 
was all they were entitled to as representing the branch of 
Vonkatrao. 

An appeal was preferred against that decision in which the 
4th and 5th defendants, sons of Dashrath, joined with the 
plaintiffs in urging that the decree should have been passed 
against the first three defendants for the whole of the property 
in suit. The fourth ground of appeal was that the lower Court 
should have awarded to defendants 4 and 5 the half of the 
lands that it refused to restore to the plaintiffs. This 
contention was successful in appeal. The lower appellate Court 
in delivering judgment said : “ the lower Oouit assumes that 
the claim of defendants 4 and 5 is time-barred, and it is 
urged in appeal that the claim is barred as it was not brought 
within twelve years of the death of the father of defendants 4 
and 5. This view is erroneous, plaintiffs and defendants 4 
and 5 were undivided until recently and their "parents were 
undivided; that having been so, defendants 4 and 5 could 
not, until effecting a partition, say that certain lands belonged to 
themselves exclusively. The father of plaintiffs was the head 
of the undivided family and alienations made by him were to 
be respected till his death or till separation of defendants 4 and 6. 
The suit was brought within time from the death of the 
plaintiffs’ father and hence it is in time. Defendants 4 and 5 
have been parties all along, so that it is not a case of adding 
parties.” lor these reasons the decree of the lower Court was 
amended by a direction that the defendants 4 and 5 should 
recover their moiety of the property from the defendants 
1 to8. 

It has been argued on behalf of the defendants 1 to 3 
that this suit is altogether barred because time ran against the 
plaiptiffswttd the 4th and 8th defend^ints from the date of 
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the lease by Vankatrao to the defendants 1 to 3 This, 
however^ is not the law becanse the property in suit is vatan 
property which was the subject of the Gordon Settlement of 
1864, and it has been laid down by this Court in the case of 
Appaji Bapuji v. Ke^hm Shamrav^^^ that the Gordon Settle- 
ment of 1864 was not intended by either party to those settle** 
ments to conyert the vatan lands into the private property of 
the vatandar with the necessary incident of alienability, but to 
leave them attached to the hereditary offices which, although 
freed from the performance oi services, remained intact, as 
shown by the definition oi 'hereditary office^ in the declaratory 
Act III of 1874/' The fact that vatan land is attached to the 
oflSice, deprives it of some of the incidents which would attach 
to it if it were ordinary land in the possession of a Hindu 
family. Thus it results from its attachment to the office, 
according to the decisions of this Court which are recognised in 
section 5 of the Vatan Act that the vatandar is entitled to 
alienate the land for the term of his natural life and his children 
although not separate in interest fiom him have no right to 
object to such alienation until after his death. 

In the present case the lease was effected with the consent of 
Dashrath indicated by his signature as an attesting witness, and 
time would not run against the sons either of Venkatrao or of 
Dashrath until the expiry of the lives of those two persons. 
Therefore time for the purposes of this suit will run from the 
date of the death of Venkatrao, the survivor of the two vatan- 
dars. That took place on the 26tli of April 1893, and the suit 
Was filed within the period of 12 years, time being allowed for 
the expiry of the summer vacation of the Court which was in 
progress on the 25th April 1905. 

Then it is said that at least the 4th and 5th defendants are 
not entitled to any relief in this suit. They have not joined the 
plaintiffs in suing for possession of the property. They have 
in fact put forward a case that the persons entitled to the 
property are the plaintiffs and not themselves. They were not 
ehtllM in appeal to come forward with a different case and to 
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ask for a moiety of the property, that they had not asked for in 
the first instance. 

Now the case for the 4th and 8th defendants in the first 
Court was that there had been a partition between them and the 
plaintiffs, and that at that partition the plaintiffs on the ground 
of the eldership of their father Venkatrao had been awarded the 
whole of this vatan property* 

The first Court held that the documents relating to this 
partition not being forthcoming this allegation of the assignment 
to tbe plaintiffs by way of eldership was not substantiated, and 
accordingly^ allowed to the plaintiffs only a moiety of the 
property* 

We do not think that the Judge of the appellate Court was 
in error in allowing the 4th and 5th defendants^ after the 
failure of proof of their case with regard to partition^ to fall 
back upon the necessary alternative that there having been no 
partition they were entitled to a moiety in right of their father 
Dashrath, and the only question which could arise, if that point 
of procedure were decided in their favour, would be whether 
their claim was barred by the law of limitation. 

We have already held that time only began to run from the 
death of Venkatrao in 1893, and there can be no question that 
the 4th and 5th defendants were upon the record of this suit 
as defendants at the date of its institution* Is there then any- 
thing in the law of limitation which prevents them from 
obtaining relief in respect of their share of the property? 
Section 28 of the India Limitation Act provides that ^^at the 
determination of the period hereby limited to any person for 
instituting a suit for possession of any property, his right to 
such property, shall he extinguished.^^ It is necessary in order 
to give effect to this section to supply certain impliedconditions | 
for instance, it would be a condition that the section would 
operate if the person did not bring a suit within the period 
prescribed. But would his right be extinguished if he were a 
party to a suit instituted by another within the prescribed 
period in which his right to the property could be effectually 
deternffned f The section does not say so^ and we do not thinfe 


di 


r?ASSJ2ffrC 

Vamajt 

Vbnkatbac 




100 


THE imim JjAW EEPORTS. [?0L. XXXIV. 


1909. 


V* 

VAmAK 

VjFNKAmAO. 


that we ought to construe it as implying that this would be the 
case. Hero the defendants were parties to the suit instituted 
within twelve years in which their rights to a share in this vatan 
property could be effectually determined as against the defend- 
ants 1 to and the Court must deal with the matter in 
controversy so far as regards the rights and interests of the 
parties actually brought before it by the institution of the suit ; 
see section 31 of the Civil Procedure Code of 1882 and Order I, 
Rule 9 of the Code of 1908. There can be no doubt that if 
the defendants had been plaintiff’s in the first instance no such 
argument as we have been discussing could have been put 
forward. But it appears from the judgment of the learned 
Judge of the appellate Court that hc^ for the purposes of the 
suit, treated them as co-plaintiffs although he did not amend 
the record by placing them among the plaintiffs and striking 
them out from among the defendants. 

It has been held in Calcutta in the ca^io of Nagendrahala Deh^a v. 
Tarapaia that a party transferred to the side of the 

plaintiff from the side of the defendant is not a new plaintiff to 
whom the provisions of section 22 of the Limitation Act apply. 
In that conclusion wo concur. We think that we should exercise 
our powers of amendment by putting the plaint in the shape in 
which the learned Judge of the lower appellate Court intended 
it to be at the time he delivered his judgment. 

We direct that the 4th and 5th defendants be entered in the 
plaint and the decree in the lower appellate Court as co- 
plaintiffs instead of defendants, this being consented to by their 
pleader. In other respects we affirm the decree of the lower 
Court and dismiss this appeal with costs. 

Decree amended and affmed. 

G. B. li. 


(1) 0908} ;]5 Cal. 1065. 
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B^ore S'lf Basil Bcoit, Kts UJneJ Justice* 

AHIMKHiH viLAL HYDEEKIIAISI (oeiotal Plaintipf), Appellant, 
V, BADAMIYA valad HYD 13 RKHAN and anothee (oBiaiKAL JDLrENL- 
ANTfe)j Respondents * 

Hereditary Offices Act {Bom* Act III ofJS74), sections ^5,SB0) — Death of 
registered Vatandar — Representation — Bldest son or other nearest heir of 
the deceased — Suit for declaration — Jurisdiction* 

Section 25 of the Heieditary OlEces Act (Bom, Act III of 1874) imposes the 
duty upon the Collector of determining the custom of a Vatan and what 
poison shall he lecogmzed as representative Vatandaiv 

A suit foi a declaration that the plaint ifi; is the nearest heir of a deceased 
representative Yatandai is maintainable under section 36 of the Act notwith- 
standing that it is manifest that the declaiation is sought for the pui*pose of 
establishing a fact which would enable the plaintiff to have his name 
enteied in the Yatan Register. 

Seookb appeal from the decision of B, C. Kennedy, District 
Judge of Ndsik, confirming the decree of Gulabdas Laldas, First 
Class Subordinate Judge. 

The plaintiff* sued for a declaration that he was the eldest son 
of Hyderkhan deceased, that the deceased who died about 
2 \ yoais before the institution of the suit was Vatandar Police 
Patil of Moaze Makhmalabad and owned an eight annas share 
in the Vatan and had his name entered in the Government books 
as such, that Lbough the plaintiff vms the eldest s n, a dispute 


^ Second Appeal Bo* 10 of 1909. 

(0 Sections 25 and 36 of the Hereditary OUces Act (Bom. Act III of 1874) run 
as follows ■ 

25. It shall bo the duty of the Collector to determine, as hereinafter provided, 
the custom of the Yatan as to service and what persons shall he leeognized as 
rojiresentatwe Vatandars for the purpose of this Act, and to register their names. 

30. When any representative Vatandar dies* it shall be the duty of the 
Patil and village-accountant to repoit the fact to the Collector i and the Collector 
shall, if saiisdod of the truth of the repor , register the name of the eldest son or 
other powon api)oarmg to he nearest heir of such Vatandar as representative 
Yaiandar in place of the Vatandar so deceased* A certificate of heirship or a decree 
of a competent Court shall, until revoked or set aside, be ceaclusive proof of the 
tets Slated or determined in such certificate or decree^ 
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having arisen as to seniority between him and his two brothers, 
defendants 1 and 2, the Assistant Collector ruled on the 11th 
October 1906 that defendant 1 was the senior of the three, that 
the Collector, on appeal by the plaintiff, confirmed the order of 
the Assistant Collector on the 10th September 1906, that the said 
orders of the Revenue Department had prejudiced the plaintiffs 
right of vadilM (eldership) and that the plaintiffs name could 
not be entered in the Vatan Register as Vatandar Patil unless 
and until he established his right as the eldest son and obtained 
a declaration to that effect from the Civil Court. It was further 
urged that though the Revenue Authorities were competent to 
appoint or select any one of the descendents of the Vatandar 
Police Patil’s family for the office and enter the Vatan on his 
name, still that circumstance did not oust the jurisdiction of 
the Civil Court to determine which of the members of the 
Vatandar family was the senior and that the plaintiff was 
officiating as Vatandar at the time of the suit and was deputed to 
the office by Hyderkhan during his life-time. The suit was filed 
on the 20th February 1907. 


The defendants answered that defendant 1 was Hyderkhaffs 
eldest son and not the plaintiff, that the right to determine which 
member of a Vatandar’s family was vadil or senior belonged to 
the Revenue Department only, that the claim was not cognizable 
by the Civil Court and that it was time-barred. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the suit for the relief 
claimed was not cognizable by the Civil Court and that the 
plaintiff was not entitled to any relief. He, therefore, dismissed 
the suit relying on the decision in Baoji v. 

On appeal by the plaintiff the District Judge confirmed the 
decree for the following reasons 


The «Me appears to me to be exactly paraUel with the case cited by the lower 
Moon v.aem. 1. L. E.. 22 Bom. S44. In that c.as6 it appears that a 
Vatan Eegisfer had been framed and that the declaration of the CivU Court was 
songht merely to induce the Collector to enter the name of Eaoji rather than of 

O^n as representative Vatandar in place of Genu's father deceased. This was 
iMld not to be admissible under section 25, Act lU of 1874 The law being 

W (1896) 82 Botn; 344, 



roh. xxxm]]. ;■ Bombay seeies... 

tliat: while it is permis^sible to stie to , prove that I am Vatandar and not an 
outsider it is not permissible for me who am admittedly a Yatandar to sue that 
I be declared representative Yatandai*. 

At first sight it appears as if the legislature intended to eselucle the Civil 
Coxirts only in the case of the original framing of the Yatan Eegisber. This 
is what is referx’cd to iii section 25. The method in which the register is to be 
fianied is la^d down in sections 26 to S2. Sections 33 to 3t seem to refer to 
questions arising after the framing of tho register owing to the death of persons 
entered in the register. 

Under section % the Collector has no option as to the person he is to enter 
in place of Yatandar deceased. Ee must enter his eldest son or other nearest 
heir. Decrees and orders of Civil Courts are conclusive proof of the facts 
declared therein. Such decrees, however, are I suppose decrees in bond fide 
litig’ation about subjects other than the actual right of succession. It being 
intended to prevent the evils of litigation about succession to Yatans, 

In any case the case quoted above seems to me to bind me as it is as far as 
I can see exactly on all fours with the present case. 

The plaiutiflf preferred a second appeal, 

N. A. SMveshvarJear for the appellant (plaintifF) Under 
section 11 of the Civil Procedure Code of 1882, tho Civil Courts 
are bound to entertain any suit of a civil nature unless its 
cognizance is barred either expressly or by implication by any 
enactment. In the present case the plaintiff sued for a declara- 
tion that he is tho eldest son. Such a suit is not barred bv the 
Hereditary Offices Act. The lower Courts relying on the decision 
in Rctoji V. held that the suit was not cognizable 

by a Civil Court. This is a wrong view. The decision 
referred to has reference to section 25 of the Act. By 
that section the duty of framing the Vatan Eegister is cast 
upon tlie Collector. The Register having been framed the 
plaintiff in that suit asked for a declaration that he was 
the representative Yatandar alleging that the defendant took 
advantage of the plaintiff's absence and got himself recognized 
as such by the Collector. That suit was dismissed on the ground 
that the declaration, if made, would in effect be a declaration 
of the plaintig's status as representative Yatandar and this duty 
was co.st upon the Collector by section 25 of the Act and not 
upon the Civil Court, See the definition of Representative 
(1) (1826) 22 Bcm.;814. 

,B 1 ^ 22—5 


loco. 
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104 


THE INDIAN LAW REPORTS. [VOL. XXXIV. 


1009. 


EAUIMKlIiH 

». 

DABAum. 


Vatandar’’ given in section 4 of the Act. representative 
Vatandar is a Vatandar registere I by the Collector under sec- 
tion 25. The registration had already been made and the 
plaintiff wanted to get the registration altered. Such a suit 
could not be entertained by the Civil Court and it was dismissed. 
In the present case we do not seek the alteiation of the register. 
Under section 25 our father had been registered as the representa- 
tive Vatandar and the father having died^ we want a declaration 
by the Civil Court that v;e arc the oldest son, so that, wo can, 
on such declaration being made, apply to the Collector to have 
oar name registered in the place of our deceased father and the 
declaration would be binding on the Collector : section 3C of the 
Act. In support of our contention we rely on the unreported 
decision in second appeal No. 298 of 1903 which is on all fours. 

K. M. Taleyai'klian for the re-pondents (defendants) We 
submit that a suit like the present is not cognizable by the 
Civil Court. The duty of conducting all investigations 
under the Hereditary Offices Act is ca^t upon the Collector. 
By section 72 of the Act the Collector acts as a judicial officer 
and he alone ha« jurisdiction to investigate the matter : Kkando 
Narayaa v. Jpaji SadusHv^^K Besides, even if the Civil Court 
entertained the suit, its decision would not bind the Collector 
and he need not act upon it. The last paragraph of section 36 
merely means that if at the time of the investigation one of the 
parties produces a certificate of heirship or a decree as 
mentioned in the section, the Collector need not hold further 
inquiry but must act upon the certificate or the decree. If such 
a certificate or decree is subsequently set aside then the 
Collector would proceed to inquire as to who is the eldest son or 
nearest heir. 

In second appeal No. 298 of 1903 the contention of the plaintiff 
was that he and defandants 3 and 6 were the heirs and that 
defendant 1 was not the heir of the deceased Vatandar. Defend- 
ant Us title was thus completely denied. Such a case would 
clearly be cognizable by a Civil Court. But when there is no 


m {im) 2 Bom. 870. 
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dispute as to who should officiate^ then the matter is solely 
within the cognigaiico of the Collector. 

ScoTTj 0, J. : — The plaintiff sued for a declaration that ho was 
the eldest son of a deceased Fatandar Police Patil who died two 
years and a half previously^ ^^tating that the cause of the suit was 
that in a dispute between him and the defendant the Collector 
had ruled that the defendant was the eldest sou and that the 
plaintiff’s name could not be entered as Fatandar Patil unless he 
established his right as eldest son by a decree of the Court. 

It is contended on behalf of the defendant that this suit is not 
maintainable by reason of the provisions of the Bombay Hereditary 
Offices Act (Bombay Act III of 1874). 

The defendant’s conlention commended itself to the learned 
District J udge because he considered himself bound by a decision 
of this Court in Eaojl v. to decide that ho had no juris- 

diction A reference to that decision will bhow that the ratio 
(leeidenM was that the case fell under section 25 of the Hereditary 
Offices Act under which ilie duty is imposed upon the Collector 
of detei mining the custon of a Yatan and what person shall bo 
recognized as reprcseniati\e Fatandar, and that the relief asked 
tor in the suit involved the detei initiation by the Civil Court of 
a tj[uestion which by the section was expressly reserved for the 
determination of the Collector. 

Section 36 provides that the person who shall be entered as 
repiesentative Vatindar after the death of a representative 
Vatandar is the eldest son or other person appearing to be the 
nearest heir of such Va^andcir. The question who is the eldest 
son is a €|uostion of fact. If the fact be established, the Collectox' 
has no choice in the matter unless there appears to be a nearer 
heir. The conclusive determination of the question whether the 
sfcattitary condition of eldership or heirship is satisfied becomes 
therefore a matter of imporianco to a person claiming to be the 
eldest} son or nearest heir, and it is a question which is not by 
the words of the Act reserved for the exclusive determination of 
the Collector. This view of section 36 was taken by this Court 
in Ddpat Jopidm v. Etmja when upon review it was Jheld 

W {189$) 2^ Bow. 844 m g, Ho. 298 of |9Q3 (ITnro|»#) 
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that a suit for a declaration that the plaintiff was the nearest heir 
of a deceased representative Vatandar was maintainable notwith^ 
standing that it ^vas manifest that the declaration was songht for 
the purpose of establishing a fact ’which would enable the plaintiff 
to have his name entered in the Vataa Register. 

I, therefore, reverse the decree of the District Judge and 
remand the case to him for disposal on the merits. 

Costs to be costs in the cause. 


Demc re^yemdM 


a. n. E. 


appellate civil. 


before Sir Basil Scotty Kb ^ Qldef Jusike, an4 Mr, Justice BabeJidor. 

BAJABA alios BAJIRAO VISHVANATff OXE (obiotetai. Plaintiff), 
Appellant, v TBIMBAK VISHVANATH OKB and two OTHKUb 
(original Llpendants), Elspondents.’^ 

Hindu law — Parbitiou-^Oeriaiu family jjroj^cdj/ alhiiti to one h^aneh of the 
family -Suhscgiient ^vrcMse of the alloUed pro})erti} hya m'*mhcr of another 
branch with his own money --Bxchcslon by tho purchaser of the other member 
of his hraneh’^Bclf-acqifmtlo n , 

Oeriaia family pioperty was allotted to a member of one biancliof ibe family 
in virtue of a compromise. It was subsequently purchased by a member of tho 
other branch with liis own money which was not pirt of the joint family money. 
Tho purchaser did not intend by the purchase to merge the property in the 
joint family property and excluded his brother from it. 

Subsequently tho brother having brought a suit for partition claimed a 
share in the property purchased by the defendant a’oiig with a shaio in tho 
other joint propeiiy, 

Eeld^ that tho plalntift was not entitled to claim a partition subject to the 
right of the defendant to retain an additional quarter share for himself, hut that 
the property purchased the defendant became his self -acquisition. 

Second appeal from the decision of B. C. Kennedy, District 
Jttige of Nasik, confirming the decree of Gulabdas Laldas, First 
pkis Subordinate Judge. 


♦ Becoiid Appeal No. MS of 
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Suit for partition. 

One Vislivanath llamchandra Oke, father of plaintiff and 
defendant 1; and Hari Krishna Oke were the representatives of 
two different branches of Oke family. Disputes having arisen 
between the two branches with respect to family property, Hari 
Krishna^s mother, during his minority, filed against Vislivanath 
Eamchandra a suit which ended in a conipronise, dited the 27th 
April 1867. Under the terms of the compromise Vislivanath 
Eamchandra was to remain in possession of the property, the 
subject of the suit, for seven years and then to hand over a 
moiety of the property to Hari Krishna* Hari Krishna, how- 
ever^ on the 24th September 1873, that is, one year before the 
expiration of the period of seven years fixed under the com- 
promise, conveyed his moiety to Trimbak Vislivanath, defendant 
for a eonsideratioa of Es, 500. 


1909 . 


Teimsak 

^ishvasaih. 


In the year 1907 the plaintiff brought the present suit against 
defendant 1 and his two sons as defendants 2 and 3 for partition 
of the family property inclu<iing the moiety purchased by defend- 
ant 1 fioni Hari Krishna in the year 1873. The plaintiff 
claimed a half share in the entire family property con^^isting of 
moveables, imnioi cables and their profits. 

Defendant 1 contended that though he anl the plaintiff were 
brothels, the property in suit was neither ancestral nor joint, 
that a moiety of the lands in dispute was lost to the family 
and was sub^eq^entIy acquired by the defendant for himself 
with his own money by purchase in the year 1873, that the 
moiety thus acquired was his self-acquisition he having paid 
Es. 500 for its price from his own private earnings and funds 
without receiving any assistance from the family property, that 
the plaintiff did not enjoy the profits of the said moiety, that 
the defend mt being plaintiff’s elder brother sometimes remitted 
money to the plaintiff by way of assistance and that the claim 
for the division of the other moiety was time-barred. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the purchase by the defend- 
ant of a moiety of the lands in suit was proved and the said 
moiety was his self-acquired property, that the plaintiff had 
enjoyed the profits of the lands in suit as a co-*sharer daring 


i! 


I 
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1900* twelve yeais preceding the suit and tlmt the claim was, tlierefoxe^ 
in time. He therefoie decreed that the plaint lands be divided 
Tbi^bak equal parts — good and bad — and one of the parts be 

VisHVANATii, given in the plaintiff^s possession as his poition. 

The plaintiff having preferred an appeal to the District Judge, 
the decree was confirmed on the following grounds : — 

The question is whether he (defendant) made this purchase in such a wa} 
that it became his self-acquisition or whether it continued joint property of 
himself, father and brothel 4 The lower Comt is of the opinion that it was 
self-acquhed and I concur. 

It seems to me as if this was an eviinplo of the laie case mentioned in the 
books whexe a co parcener by his unaided cffoits repels an assault on or 
recovers seized family pio]jerty without assistance fiom the rest of the family 
01 its property and that this itpurchaso does not ncccssndy meige in the 
joint estate. 

There is further no s*gn that tho defendant intended to ineige these lands in 
joint family piopeity on the contrail he seems to have piaetically excluded the 
plaintiff fiom the re^t al o of tho piopcrty. Ills wife managed the whole 
landed piopeity. He made fiom time to time >mall i emittances to lus biothei , 
not amounting to half the proceeds and ho h^s latterly picteimittcd these also. 

I think then that this acquisition ought to be tieitcd assepaiatoandpeculnr 
pre party of dtfoiidani. 

The plaintiff preferred a second appeal. 

jS. B, Bahhle for the appellant (plaintiff) : — The Judge has 
treated the present case as an instance of a rare case mentioned 
in the boots. Accepting that finding as binding we contend 
that the Judge was wrong in not applying the ride of Hindu law 
under which the acquirer gets a quarter share in the acquired 
property in addition to his own share. S^ttiig apirt a qiaiter 
share for the acquiror the rest of the property is di\ided equally 
among the co -parceners: see Mitak&hara, chapter 4^ section 5, 

€4 % glVf eTO--<‘Infclio 
iafsadTe^Ue property the acquirer gets a fourth share and the rest 
, is iaften jn equal shares hy all/^ This rule is base! on tho 
^Mslm laid down by Shankha. See also Mayukha, chapter 4, 
{section 7, pari|igrapk 3. 
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[Batchelor, J. : — The rule musb have been laid down, at the 
stage of the society when all property was considered as belonging 
to the iamily and the self-acquisition by a co-parcener was looked 
upon with disfavour. ITow is that lule applicable in the present 
advanced 'Jtage of the society unless it is shown to be justified by 
equity and good conscience ?] 

Tiie tevts have laid down the rule for the purpose of enforcing 
it. It may not be justifiable now. It is a rule laid down by 
Hindu law and it requites to bo enforced when the Courts of 
facts find facts in such a way that its application becomes 
necessaiy. 

The rule is discussed by West and Buhler in their Digest, 
page 718 (SrdEdn). They lay stress on the words 
stolen), = lost) and may recover) and 

say that the rule is not applicable to properties wiuhdrawn from the 
family by voluntary alienation and subsequently recovered. The 
word I'd (/«? )7= stolen) may imply a sense of violence in withholding 
the property but the other two words do not imply any violence. 
Wo contend that the piopoity alifnatod voluntarily is properly 
(«fl 5 /i^=lost) to the taunly and would therefore be governed 
by the rule. The rule was considered by the Madias High Court 
in F/sjlufc/ti Y Amiasawy^^h West and Buhler say that the rule 
vas recognized by the Bombay High Oouit in Malliari v. 
Bhikoji'^^, but a reference to the record of that case shows that 
the recovery was made with the assistance of joint family funds. 

11, M. Desui for the respondents (defendants) was not called 
upon. 

Scott, 0. J.: — The question is whether certain land forms 
part of the joint family property of all the^ members of the Oke 
family who are the paitios to the suit, or whether it is the 
separate property of the defendants. 

According to the findings of the lower appellate Court the 
land was originally ancestral and was the subject of a suit 
brought on behalf of one Hari Krishna Oke against the branch of 
the Oke family to which the parties to this suit belong. The 

(3) a A. 534 of 1809 (Unrop.). 
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litigation ended in a compromise in 1867 whereby the father 
B«aba of the parties to the suit was to remain in possession of land 
Tbik’bak claimed for seven years, and then to convey it to the other branch. 

VrsHTAKATH. rpjjg representative of the other branch on the 24th September 
1873 sold his interest which was to come into bis possession 
under the terms of the compromise in the following year to the 
defendant 1 by a sale-deed for the sum of Rs. 500. It is 
found as a fact that Rs. 500 was not part of the joint family 
money but was provided by the defendant 1 on his own 
responsibility. The learned Judge also found that the defendant I 
did not intend by the purchase to merge this land in joint 
family property and excluded his brother from it. 

It is contended on this state of facts that the defendant 1 
is not entitled to the benefit of his purchase, but that he must 
partition the land with the other members of his family subject 
to a right under Hindu law of retaining an additional quarter 
share for himself. In support of this contention reliance is 
placed upon certain texts : Mitakshara, chapter I, section 6, 
paragraph 3 j Mayukha, chapter IV, section 7, paragraph 3. If 
these texts involve the conclusion contended for by the defendant 
the result would be anything but equitable. 

We however think that the comment upon the texts which is 
be found in West and Buhler’s Hindu Law (drd Edn.), page 
i|19, must be accepted as coi'rect. The learned authors say ; “ It 
, <116)318 probable from the wording of the texts upon which this 
^^dohtrine rests, that they contemplate the cases only of property 
[# 3 rfeited or withdrawn from the family estate otherwise than by 
(■Voluntary and valid alienation. This view seems to be strongly 
fcpported by the words ' hrita ' (i, e., that which has been taken 
Wjseized) and 'nashta' {i,e., that which has been lost) and 
f|w^haret' (*.«., if he rescue or win back). Though there is no 
i which enables a member of a united family purchasing 

ft ibrtion of the patrimony, formerly sold, out of his separate means, 

' case of another acquisition, free from claims 

' ^ his coparceners, yet neither is any express limit 

r-eet^td such enjoyment, a,nd it would probably now be Iheld, that 
propeity stands. 6n the ^me footing as any othqr pnr^ased' > 
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property of Ms separate estate. A contoatioii to the contrary 
was abandoned in the case of Gooroo Per^hfnl 11 01 / w Dehm 
lenhd TeimreeS^y^ 

TMs view 16081^6$ support from the Judges 0 ? the Madras High 
Court, who in VIsalcUcMY. seiid z — '*'The language 

both of the texts and the commentaries seems to us at present 
to indicate that the rule was intended to apply strictly to here- 
ditary property of which the members of the family had been 
violently or wrongfully disposse:»sed or adversely kept out of 
possession for a length of time ^ Property unjustly detained 
which could not bo recovered befoie ’ is the import of the 
ordinance of Manu^ chapter IX^ sh 203/^ 

For these reasons we confirm the decree of the lower Court 
and dismiss tlic appeal with costs. 

JJicree confirmed. 

G. B. R. 

CD (XSt/)} (5 W, Pu 58 (Ci^ . Hill ), (2) (1 870) 5 m \ IL 0. E, 150 at p, 1 57* 
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MAEDANSAJIbB \ \i in OAYDrSAFEEB II VTDIANT d.\n otuhrs 
(okigtnal Pi vjnjii]^), Aiti li \xjs P yAKSAlFEB vaijat) KABHIM- 
8AHE B Axn axoi n 1 a (ouk ix il T)j rrxx* ixi ^ Xi»^ 2, i) Eesboxbjexts.^ 

MaJiomeditn law — xicl nowledijmcnt if sOii—Illeiflthnak son — Xma - — Son 
adulkrom tvtcro>ni^se auimt hi ler/iflmhed. , 

Under Malioniedau 1 nr, a person eaii aohiiowlcdge a cliiid as a sou, wieh 
there is 110 proof of the latter s legitimate or illegitiraate birtli and Ids pateimity' 
is unlcii05vm jn the sense that no specific person is shown to have been liis fatherl 
It is not ,p 4 ^raissible to acknowledge a rhiid hoiu of zin a (i, e., fornicatfe^ 
or incest). 

Mdiammad Allaliclad Khan v. Miihmmad Ismail KhaniX)^ followod. 


BOO, 


Bajaba 

TiUMBAK 

ViSHTAKATB. 


BOO, 

10 . 


Soconl Appeal No, 7 iO of 19' 8, 
(1) (1888) 10 All. 289, 
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Second appeal from the decision of T. J)* Fry^ District Judge 
of Bijapur, reversing the decree passed by V» G, Kaduskar^ 
Subordinate Judge of Haveri. 

Mardansaheb and others filed a suit io recover possession of 
property which belonged to their uncle Maulasahob. 

Their claim was resisted by one Miyasaheb (defendant No. 4) 
who contended that he was the acknowledged son of Mania-* 
saheb who had willed the property in his favour. 

Miyasaheb was born of Jainabi* She was the wife of an- 
other ; but she was divorced by her first husband. Miyasaheb was 
born after the divorce and before she was remarried to Mania* 
sahobi. It appeared that there existed criminal intimacy between 
Maulasaheb and Jainabi even before remarriage. 

The Subordinate Judge decreed the plaintiffs* claim holding 
that Miyasaheb was not the acknowledged heir and son of 
Maulasaheb^ and that the will relied on by him was not 
proved. 

The District Judge on appeal reversed this decree and dis- 
missed the plaintiffs’ claim^ holding that the will was proved and 
.that defendant No. 4 was the acknowledged son and heir of 
' Maulasaheb. His reasons were as follows : — 

j ll^^ahomedan law no dotibfc lecogni^es the rights of a duly aclmowletlgod son 
there are mtiictions on the power to aehnowledge so as to confer these 
"rights. 

In 15 All. B96 it was held following 10 All 289 that a Mahomedan conhl 
mot hj aeknowledgmg him as his son render legitimate a child whose mother 
ai fhe Ume of Ms UrCh he could not have married by reason of her being the 
wife of another man 

when Mania married Jainabi by nilka, Jainabi had already given 
birth to Miyasaheb and, if at the time of the biith Jainabi was still the wife 
o| another man then, under the authorities quoted, it will be incumbent on mo 

hold that the acknowledgment was invalid. 

, j vVf By relying for the most pait on Exhibits 24, SI and 32, I hold that even if 
I . JMnabi’s husband was still living when the child was born he had divorced his 
■ w&-bSfbr 0 that birth, ■ . t ’ : ^ 

“It was thus open to Mania to ' acknowledge * Miyasaheb and in the state 
> bl fhe WhcBties as ^ey now stand (10 Cal. 66B), I should not he prepared to 
hold, the aokno''tMgi4^t was invalid even if it were proved that ai of 
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“ I hold that the ‘ acknowledgment ’ would not have been invalid in law.” 

The plaintiffs appealed to the High Court. 

K. FT. Kelkar for the appellant : — Under Mahoinedan law, 
the doctrine of acknowledgment applies only to cases where the 
paternity of the child is doubtful and the evidence of marriage 
inconclusive. Here, Miyasaheb is born of sim : see Mulum- 
mad Allahlacl Khan v. Muhammad Ismail • 'Kagar Mai v. 

AUAImad^^K He cannot therefore bo legitimated. AsFimfood 
lovolah Ahmed Ilossein v. Hyder Mossein Kha%^'‘ : Wilson^s Anglo- 
Muhammadan Law, p. 162 (3rd Edn.) ; Ameer Ali, Volume II, 
p. 256 (3rd Edn.) ; Mahammad Amat AU Khan v. lalll \ 

Sadahat Eosssin v. Mahomed ; Baillie’s Mahomedan Law, 

p. 411 ) Huneefa, p. 414 ; Bhan Mhi v. Lalun 

O. S. Mvigaonlar for the respondent. r—When a boy ia 
born before marriage, he can be legitimated by acknowledgment, 
for there was a possibility of marriage between the parties at 
the time the boy was conceived. Refers to Ahdool Razach v. Aga 
Mahomed Jaffer^’^; Ziaqat Ali v. Karm-un-mssa^^'> ; Aisunnissa 
Khatoon v. Karimunissa Khaioon^'^K 

Ohandavahkar, J. : — -It is found by the lower appellate Court 
that the second respondent, Miyasaheb valad Maulasatieb, who 
was defendant Ho. 4 in the suit, which has led to this second 
appeal, was acknowledged by Maulasaheb as his son, and that 
the acknowledgment fulfils all the requirements of, and is there- 
fore valid according to, Mahomedan law. This latter finding as 
to the legal validity of the acknowledgment is impugned beforo 
us upon the ground that, on the facts found, the second respond- 
ent must be hold to have been born of what in Mahomedan law is 
called zina, fornication or adultery, and that such a boy cauRot, 
according to that law, be acknowledged as son. 

The findings of the learned District Judge in appeal are not 
sufficfeaitly clear. He holds upon the evidence that “ even if 


{« (1888) 10 All. 280. 

(2) (188?) 10 All. 30S. 

(18S6) 11 Moo. I. A, 91. 
(iMl) 8 Cal. 422. f 


(3) (1883) 10 Cal. 663. 

(0) (1900) 27 Cal. 801, 

Y) (1893) L. E. 21 1. A. 56. 
(8) (1893) 15 All. 306. 

23 Cal. 130, 
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Jainabi’s husband was still living when the child was born, he 

divorced his wife before that birth.’^ But tlmt leaves the 

Ba jamaheb whether, at the time of conception, Jainabi had 

been divorced. On that point all the learned Judge says is that 
he should not be prepared to hold the acknowledgment was 
invalid, even if it were proved that at the time of conce])liou Maula 
was having adulterous intercourse with Jainabi.” 

^ It is, however, not necessary to send the case back for a 
finding on that question, because even upon the facts, so far found 
definitely, the acknowledgment cannot be legal, according to 
Mahomed an law. ° 


Jainabi s marriage with Maulasaheb was subsequent to the 
biith of the second respondent. Whether at the time of concep- 
tion, she was still the wife of her former husband, not having 
been divorced by him, or had ceased to be his wife by reason of 
divorce, the illegitimacy of the respondent in question is a proved 
fact in either ease and he is a child born of sina, which includes 
both fornication and adultery. 


In the Full Bench case of MuJiamviai Alkhdacl Khan v. 
Muhammad Ismail Khan^^^ Straight, J., said (at p. 317) : 

“Birth during wedlock, that is to say, legitimate birth, necessarily confers 
aright to inherit ; illegitimate birth, that is, without wedlock subsisting )>o- 
W the father aud mother at the date of the child's begetting, confers no^sach 

■right. But where tliere is no proof of legitimate birth or illegitimate birth 

and the paternity of a child is unknown in the sense that no specific person is 
shown to have^ been his father, then his acknowledgment by another, wlio 
c aims km as ks son, according to the authorities I have quoted from, affords a 
conclusive presumption that the child acknowledged is tho legitimate child of 
the acknowledger and places him in that category.” 

Mahmood, J,, said (at p. 834) 

' Children born of »wj£t (which means fornication, adultery or incest) can 
.Aever he legitimated or entitled to inherit from their father. Nor can such 
diilfcen be made legitimate by any kind of acknowledgment whero tho illesiti- 
proved aftd established & 

Th?s view of the Mahomedau law has been folldwed i* 

Ah r. Karm-un-nma^^) and Man MU v. lalon Bihf^. gee 


m.assaioAiim 


f2Mi893)lSAIl,890. 



VOL. XXXIV.] 


BOMBAY SERIES. 


also Mr. Ameor Ali^s Personal Law o£ Maliominedans, Volume II, 1909. 
Edition o! 1908, page 256. haedait. ' 

The decree appealed from must be reversed and that of 
the Subordinate Judg’e restored with costs throughout on the E^jiKsAHEB. 
respondents. 


Decree reversed. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


JBejore Sir BcuU ScoUf Ki.^ Chief JaHice^ and Mr> Justice jBalcIielof. 

BHIMAPPA lln TAMAPPA (0KiGi2yA\.L Oppokeistt 10), Applicant, v. 

KHAN AP PA alias YENKAPPA Im HANMAPPA and anoti-ieii Au(/ustll, 
(osiciNAL Applicant and Opponent 9), Opponents/^ 

.Ciivator^s Ad {XlXoflSJjT), sections 3^ i and 14 — Oatlis Act (V of IS.'/O)-^ 

Death of representative' Yatandar — Deceased's widow represG/itatlve Yatan- 
dar-^Dmth of the widow — AppUmtion hp the nearest heir of the deceased 
male Yatandar for possession — SLc months, calcnlatlon of — DroperUf 
claimed hy right ^ in succession — Diquirp %tpoii solemn . declaration — 

Affidamt upon solemn affirmation* 

Ono Kotrappa, representative Yatandar of Besliagat Yatan, died ia 1892. 

His widow Basawa was entered on the Vatan Hegister as representative Yatan- 
dar and she held the Yatan property nntil her death in 1907» Within six 
months, oi: Basawa’s death, Khanappa, who claimed to he the nearest heir of 
Kotrappa, applied for possession of the property tinder the Curator’s Act (XIX 
of 1841) and the Judge granted his application. One of the opponents to the 
application thereupon moved the High Court tinder the extraordinary jnris' 
diction contending that, 

; 14 of the Curator’s Act (XIX of 1841) the provisions of 

the ik:ch cohId not be put in force becanse Kotrappa died more than six months 
before the date of the application, and 

(2) In granting the application the Judge did not follow the procedure which 
is made imperative by the words of section 3 of the Curator’s Act (XIX of, 

. , P- Application No» 61 of 1909 under the extraordinary Jurisdiction, 
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1811), tliat IS, ilieie was no inquuy upon solcuin declaration of tlio complain** 
ant (applicant). 

Steld, confirming the order, that, 

(1) The decease of the piopiietor whose pioporty was claimed by light in 
succession” lefeiredto in section 14 of the Curator's Act (XIX o£ 1841) in- 
cluded the decease of Basawa because she was, between the death of her 
husband and her own decease, the proprietor of the piopcrty claimed. All that 
was to he decided was who should Tbe put into possession of the propeity in 
succession to the last deceased holder. 

(2) The Judge haTing acted upon the application of the claimant in addition 
to his affidavit on solemn affirmation, the statements in the aflidavit furnished 
sufficient grounds foi action under section 4 of the Cuiator's Act (XIX of 1841) 
having regaid to the provisions of the Oath's xiot (V of 1840) 

Application under the extraordinary jurisdiction (section 115 
of the Civil Procedure Code, Act V of 1908) against the decision 
of 0* E. Palmer, Acting District Judge of Bijapur, in a miscel- 
laneous application under the Curator's Act (XIX of 1841). 

One Kotrappa bin Basappa was the last male proprietor of the 
Deshagat Vatan of Nir Budihal in the Bijapur District. He 
died on the 2nd June 1892 leaving him surviving a widow 
Basawa and three daughteis. After Kotrappa's death the 
Deshagat Vatan was transferred to his widow Basawa's name in 
the Vatan Register and she was in possession and enjoyment of 
it till her death on the 14th November 1907. On the 29th 
November 1907 one Kbanappa alias Venkappa hm Hanmappa 
Desai applied to the Distiict J udge of Bijapur stating that as he 
was the nearest male heir of the deceased Kotrappa he was 
entitled to succeed to the property and prayed for the appoint- 
ment of a curator on the ground that Tamappa Im Balappa 
and eleven other persons were wasting and misappropriating 
the property. 

The Judge made an inquiry under the Curator's Act (XIX of 
1841) and ordered that the possession of the Deshagat Vatan be 
delivered to the applicant Kbanappa. In Ms judgment the 
Made the following remarks ^ 

1907 the petitioner Khenappa applied to lh& 6onrtto 
1 wemtijriug to take psseesion of the property 

here danger that the Deshagat servants would | 
to deterirtine the right to poj 
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Sion. Tills appliontioii was sapporfced by an affidavit and fnraisliod gnfficient 
giomids fox action. Confiimation of tlie tintli of ihe matteis stated in tbo 
application is afforded by tbe written statement of opponent 11 (E\Ixibit 21) 
in wlncli opponout 11 admitted talcing possession of tlxe house and move- 
ables at !Nir Budibal immediately after Basawa\ death though he has since 
given up asseiiing his claim to the piopeity m this miscellaneous proceeding. 
I see no reason therefoie to hold that I was not fully justified in taking action 
under this Act. 

Against the said order one Bhiniappa bifi Tamappa, heir and 
legal representative of Eangappa bm Tamappa who was 
opponent 10 in the District Oourt^ preferred an application under 
the extraordinary jurisdiction (section 115 of the Civil Procedure 
Codej, Act V 1908) urging ^nter aka that the District Judge had 
no jurisdiction to entertain Ehanappa^s application under sec« 
tion 14 of Act XIX of 1841, that the Judge erred in putting the 
Act into operation in the absence of any circumstances proving 
that the original applicant Khanappa was likely to be material- 
ly prejudiced if left to the ordinary remedy of a regular suit/*^ 
and that the order of the Judge was baaed on inadmissible 
evidence. A nde nisi was issued calling on the opponents, that 
is, the original applicant and the original opponent 9, to show 
cause why the order of the Judge should not be set aside. 

Mulla with (?. K. JDanchlar appeared for the applicant 
(original opponent 10) in support of the rule : — The Judge had 
no jurisdiction to pub the Curator’s Act m force in the present 
case. Kotrappa died in 1892. His widow Basawa succeeded 
him as a Hindu widow and she died m November 1907. The 
opponent claimed as a reversioner through Kotrappa and not 
through Ba<-awa. But his application was not made within six 
months from Kotrappa’s death though it was made within that 
peiiod from Easawa^-s death. Therefore under section 14 of the 
Curator^s Act the Judge had no jurisdiction to entertain the 
application. 

Even granting that the Judge had jurisdiction, he acted with 
material irregularity in the exercise of his jurisdiction, because 
the conditions precedent to give jurisdiction under the Act as 
laid down in sections 3 and 4 were not satisfied. The inquiry 
should , have been made on solemn declaration by the opponent 
and by witneases arid documents at the Judge^s discretion. He 
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should have satisfied himself with re&pecfe to four points men- 
tioned in section S before he issued notices of the application. 
The application was accompanied by an affidavit and the Judge 
on the very day the application was made, issued notices to us 
and others. The affidavit cannot be said to be a solemn declara-^ 
tion and the order of the Judge directing notices to issue docs 
not show that he was satisfied as to the four points mentioned 
in section 3. We have been prejudiced by the procedure adopt- 
ed by the Judge : SaU Koer Go_pal Krisltiiasami Pau- 

v. Muthukrulim Pamukondarp^ Aldvl RaMnum 
KnUi ATimed,^'^^ ^ 

G. 5. Rao appeared for opponent 1 (original applicant) The 
Judge says in his judgment that he was satisfied as regards the 
truth of the allegations made by us in our application. On rha 
day the notices weie issued our application was supported by an 
affidavit and ic furnished sufficient ground for action. Basava 
was the widow of the last male holder Kotrappa and her status 
as representative Vatanclar was recognized under section 2 of 
Bom. Act V of 1886, After her death we claimed the propeity 
in succession. The widow continues her hu-sband^s estate and 
really the husband^s estate is determined by the death of the 
widow: Phadnis’ Vatan Act, p. 132 ; Majne’s Hindu Law, 
p. 795 (6th Edn.) 5 The Collector of Mavilipcf lam v Candj/ Temalu 
iVa^raiiiapaU'^^ j ZalhiMal v. Manhwarhal^^'h 

P. P. BIfide appeared for opponent 2 (original opponent 9j* 

Mnllay in reply, 

Scott, C. J. j-— *This is an application under section H5 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure asking for our interference on the 
ground that the District Judge of Bijapur has acted without 
jurisdiction in making an order in a summary suit under section 4 
of the Ourator^s Act XIX of 1841. 

The occasion for the application which was made to the 
, : IMstrict Judge and upon which tlm order complained of was 
j. ' liassi^d, ; was the death in 1 907 of Basawa the widow of one 

W {WT) U Oal, 929. (3) (1886) 10 \Uch OS. 

n M* 864, (4) {18GI) 8 Mod, L A. B29, 

^ ^ , (1870) 2 Bom. 88§. 
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Kotrappa who died in 1892* Kotrappa was the representative 
Vatandar of a Deshagat Vatan in jBijapnr territory, and on his BniHArrA 

death his widow Basawa was entered on the register as KHAKirrA. 

lepresentative Vatandar and she held the Vatan property until 
her death* On her death an application was made by one 
Khanappa who claimed to be the nearest heir of Kotrappa, for 
possession of the property under the Ourator^s Act, and that 
application was granted. It is the order on that application 
which is now the subject of this proceeding. 


Two points have been raised by the applicant. First, he says 
that under section 14 of the Act of 1841, the provisions of the 
Act could not be put in force, because Kotrappa died more than 
six months hefoie the date of the application. It is, however, 
admitted that the application was within six months of the death 
of Basawa, and it is contended on behalf of the opponents that the 
decease of the propiietor whose property is claimed by right 
in succession referred to in section 14, would include the 
decease of Basawa in the present case, because Basawa was, 
between the death of her husband and her own decease, the 
proprietor of the propeity which is claimed, and it i^ claimed in 
‘succession to her, that is to say, the claimant claims to succeed 
her in the possession of the property. This view of the section 
is, we think, correct. 

The words of the Act appear to have been very carefully 
chosen. Thus in the beginning of the preamble we find a re- 
ference to pretended claims of rights by gilt or succession.’^ 
Here the expression is by succession and is used to express 
the point of view of the claimant. Then in the second paragraph 
of the preamble we have the circumstance of actual 
possession when taken upon a snccession,-” that is, regarding the 
succession from the point of view of the Judge and not from the 
point of view of an interested party. 

In the same way in section 14 we think that the words by 
right in succession are chosen to describe the point of view of 
the Judge and not the point of view of the interested parties. 
All that the Judge has to decide is who should be put into 
possession of the property in succession to the last deceased 
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holder. An application was made to him to come to a decision 
upon that point within six months of the death of Basawa and 
we therefore think that he acted with jurisdiction incoming to 
his decision. 

It was next objected that even if he had a right to come to a 
decision upon an application made to him by the applicant^ ho 
did not follow the procedure which is made imperative by the 
words of section 3 ; foi% it is said that he did not inquire upon 
solemn declaration of the complainant whether there were strong 
reasons for believing that the party in possession had no lawful 
title. The materials upon which he came to his decision were 
the application and in addition to the application an afii«iavib 
upon solemn aflSrmation of the complainant Khanappa to the 
effect that he alone was the nearest heir to Basawa, that the 
opponents and distant Bhauhan4s were wasting and misappro* 
priating the property and that this statement was true to his 
belief and knowledge. The learned District Judge held that the 
statements in this affidavit furnished sufficient giounds for action 
under section 4, and we cannot say that he has acted upon 
materials which are declared to be insufficient by the Act He 
has, as it appears to us, entered into the inquiry upon statements 
made upon solemn affirmation which, having regal’d to the 
provisions of Act V of 1840, must be taken to be statements 
upon solemn declaration. We think there is no ground for 
interference and we dismiss the application with costs. 

Separate sets of costs. 


AppUeatiou Sumimi* 


O. B. B. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 


B&Jore Sir Basil ScoU^ Kt , Chief Justice^ and Mr* Justice Batchelor* 

Bev. ROBEET ward (original Opponent), Appellant, v. 1909, 

VILOHAHD UMEDOHAND (Applicant), Respootent* Angusi 81, 

Guardians and Wards Act ( VIII of 1890)) section 0 — Application for guardian^ 
ship of minor^ Jurisdiction — Domicile -^JBlace where the minor ordinarily 
resides. 


One Panadaand, a Jain inhabitant of Kapadwaiij in the Ahmedahad Distiict, 
lived in his house at that place. He died leaving him surviving a widow and 
two sons, Lailu and Wadilal, the latter a minor, who all lived in the house. 
Panaohand’s widow died about a year after him. Thereupon Panachand*s house 
and a shop at Kapadwanj were sold and Lallu with his minor brotlier Wadilal 
went to Baroda in May 1906. At Baroda Lallu embraced Christianity and 
placed his minor brother, who was also baptized, in the American Mission 
Boarding House at that place. Afterwards Lallu renounced C^iristianity and in 
the beginning of Pebruary 1909 clandestinely removed his minor brother from 
the Mission Boarding House at Baroda and placed him in the Jain Boarding 
House at Ahmedahad. The minor lived at Ahmedabad till the 15th Mamh 
1909 and on the next day he was removed from Ahmedabad at the instance of 
the appellant, a member of the American Mission at that place, and taken to 
Baroda. On the 29th Apiil 1909 Lallu piesented an application to the District 
Court at Ahmedahad for his appointment as the guardian of the minor^s peison. 
The appellant (opponent) at whose instance the minor was taken hack to Baioda, 
contended that inasmuch as the minor lived at Baioda which was beyond the 
Court’s jurisdiction, the Court had no juiisdiction to entertain Lallu’s applica- 
tion under section 9 of the Guardians and Wards Act (VIII of 1890). The 
Coiut dismissed Lallu’s application, he being found unfit for the appointment, 
but in the same proceeding appointed the respondent, a Jain pleader, on his 
application, as the guaidian of the minor’s person and property, on the ground 
that as the minor lived with his father till the father’s death at Kapadwanj 
which was within the jurisdiction of the Court and as the minor’s domicile 
followed that of his father which was Kapadwanj, the minor^s domicile was in 
British India and he ordinarily resided within the Court’s jurisdiction. 

Held) on appeal by the opponent, setting aside the order, that the question of 
doaUieile was wholly irrelevant to the question of juiisdiction* 1 he minor was 
living at Baioda and had no othei 'place of residence. He had lived at Baioda 
for three years with the exception of twenty*eight days. Therefore Baroda was 
the place where the minor ordinarily resided within the meaning of section 9 
of the Guardians and Wards Act (YlII of 1890). 



^ Appeal So* 94 of 1909* 
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Appeal against the decision of Dayarain Gidminl;, Disfiicfc 
Judge of Ahmedabad, in the matter of an applicition tor tlio 
guardianship of a minor tinder the Guardians and Wards Act 

(VIII of 1890)* 

One Panachand professing Jain religion lived in iiis house at 
Kapadwanj witnin the jurisdiction of the District Court at 
Ahmedabad. He died at that place leaving him surviving a 
•widow and two sons, Lallu and Wadilal, the latter a minor, all 
of -whom lived in the house. Panachand’s widow survived him 
for about a year and after her death Lallu sold away the house 
at Kapadwanj and a shop and went to Broach with his minor 
brother, Wadilah He lived there for a short time and thence 
went to Baroda with the minor in May 1906. There he embi aced 
Christianity and became a preacher of the American Mission. 
The minor was also baptized and Lallu placed him in the Mi‘>sion 
Boarding House at Baroda. Afterwards Lallu i enounced 
Christianity and reverted to Jainism, the religion of his birth. 
The minor Wadilal lived at Baroda in the Mission Poarding House 
at that place from May 1^)06 till the beginning of Febiuary 1909 
when Lallu clandestinely removed him to Ahmedabad and on 
the 15th February placed him in the Jain Boarding House at the 
place, Ihe minor lived at Ahmedabad till the 15th JIarch 1909 
and on the next day he was taken back to Baiodaat the instance 
of Reverend Mr. Ward, a member of the American Mission at 
Ahmedabad. thereupon, Ldllu, on the 29tli April 19o9, made 
an application to the District Court at Ahmedabad for bis 
appointment as the guardian of the person of the minor Wadilal. 

The opponent, Reverend Mr. Ward, contended that the Court 
had no jurisdiction to entertain the application under section 9 
of the Guardians and Wards Act (VIII of 1890) inasmuch as the 
minor^s residence was Baroda which was outside the jurisdiction 
of the Court. He further contended that Lallu was not a jSt 
person for the appointment. 

. ^ Tke Judge found that the minor ordinarily resided within the 
Ahmediabad; District, therefore, his Court bad juriadietion to 
the application. His reason for the finding %as that 
I father house at Eapadwar|| 
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that place was the father^s domicile and as the minoi lived with 
his father till his death, the minor’s domicile followed that of his 
father: Story on Conflict of Laws, section 46 Theiefore 
Kapadwanj being the minoi^s domicile, his domicile was within 
British India in the Ahmedabad Distiict. 

The Judge fuither found that Lallu was of fickle mind as 
shown by the change of icligions, theiefoie, he was not fit to Le 
appointed minoi^s giiaidian. He theiefoie made a suggestion 
that he would consider an application made by any other proper 
person and rejected Lallu’s application. Thereupon l.allu^s 
pleader, Velchand Umeclchancl, a Jain by leligion, presented an 
application for his appointment as the guardian. The Judge 
entertained thi'=5 application in the pioceedings staifced under 
Lallu^s application and appointed Velchand guardian of the 
mmoHs pel son and also of his piopeity because it was alleged 
that the minor’s right to the family house at Kapadwanj had 
been wiongfully sold. 

Against the said cider the opponent appealed* 

L, J£ JFadm with (?. B. Bele for the appellant (opponent) — 
The case presents three points for consideration. whether 

the Distiict Court at Ahmedabad had jurisdiction to entertain 
Lallu’s or Wadilars application for the guardianship of the minoi , 
B€Condh/i whether the minor should be removefl from the 
protection of the Mission at Baroda | and tlmdly, whether it was 
not necessary to give us notice of Velchand s application for 
guardianship. 

As to jurisdiction we contend that the Distiict Court at 
Ahmedabad had no Juiisdiction to entertain the application for 
guardianship. Section 9 of the Guardians and Wards Act lays 
down that an application for guardianship shall be made to the 
District Court having jurisdiction in the place where the minor 
ordinarily resides. Baroda has been the ordinary residence of 
the minor since May 1906 up to this day. No doubt he was at 
Ahmedabad for a short interval of about four weeks, but such a 
short stay cannot make Ahmedabad the ordinary residence of 
the minor. Further, when Lallu applied for guardianship on 
the SOth April the minor was not living at Ahmedabad^ He 
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was then living at Baroda. Under section 9 of the Act wh \t is 
to be consideied is the minor’s ordinary residence and not his 
domicile. The Judge was wrong in going into the question of 
the minor’s domicile. Our contention is further strengthened by 
the expressions U'=5ed in the previous enactments. Section 4 of 
the Minors’ Act^ XX of 18G4, refers to the minor’s resitlenco. 
Section 3 of the Indian Majoiity Act^ IX of 1875, rcfcis to the 
minor’s domicile* While the present Act^ VIII of 1890^ refers to 
the minor’s ordinary residence. If the Legislature contemplated 
that the minor’s domicile should be determined then there was 
nothing to prevent them irom inserting a piovision to that effect 
in the present Act, especially as there was already that provision 
in the Majority Act. The minor has all along lived at Baroda 
for three years, therefore, Baroda is his ordinary re^^ideneo wheie 
he is ordinarily to be found, and that being so, the District Ooiiit 
at Ahmedabad had no jurisdiction to entertain the application. 

With respect to the second point provision is made in section 1 7 
of the Act. Particular attention is to be directed to the minor’s 
religion andhis welfaie. We submit that as the minor is aChiistian, 
he should be associated with persons who profess ( hristianily. 
He is at present residing with the Missionaries at Baroda and is 
receiving training in Christian religion* So far as the welfare 
of the minor is concerned as he has been living in company of 
the boys in the Mission and has become attached to the Mission^ 
and in fact he says in his affidavit that he is happy in the 
Mission Boarding House at Baroda and likes to live in it, we 
submit that he should not be removed fioni that place. Eevereiid 
Mr. Linzell, the Superintendent of the Mission Boarding House, 
has filed an affidavit in which he says tint the minor is properly 
provided for and educated in the school and he is quite happy 
there. Under these circumstances it would not be proper to 
remove the minor from the Mission Boarding School and to hand 
|)|ia over to the applicant Velcliand who is not known to him 
the minor has never seen. Velchand is an utter 
jstranget to Mm. In this connection the Judge has referred to 
;: jthe he^-note of a case given in Mew’s Digest, Infant column 
^ :T1]^ Is In re: That ease lays down that if a 

. ■ A) i(48iS)v 2 doB. aiad Law,, p. S73. 
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testamentary guardian, after taking charge of a minor, changes 
his religion he is liable to be removed from the olBce of guardian. 
That case has no bearing at all. It went entirely on its own 
facts. There are various cases of the High Courts in India and 
they support our contention. The gist of all those cases is that 
the welfare of the minor, irrespective of his or her age and 
irrespective of the parent’s right of custody, is the main feature 
to be considered : In iJie matter of In the matter of 

lohhy , llolootil Lai Singh v. Nolodi}) Ghimder 8higha^\ 

Bmdo V. Sham LaU^\ Re Qulhai and Lilbm^K 
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Oul thud contention relates to want of notice of Velchand’s 
application. When the Court made up its mind with respect to 
Laliu’s application, a hint was thrown that it would consider the 
application of any other fit and proper person for the guardian- 
ship of the minor. Thereupon Lallu’s pleader Velchand Umed- 
ehand presented an application that he should be appointed 
guardian of the person and property of the minor and his 
application was granted. Velchand’s application was taken by 
the Court in the proceedings started under Lallu’s application. 
It is headed " In the matter of the application of Lallu Panachand.” 
Velchand’s application could not be entertained in the proceedings 
under Lallu’s application because that application was dismissed. 
Velchand’s application should have been given a separate number 
and a notice of his application should have been given to us 
under section 11 of the Act. We had no intimation of tho 
application. We had gone to Court in connection with Lallu’s 
application and Velchand’s application came upon us as a surpri<;e. 
The Judge says that no notice of the application was necessary 
as the appointment of the N^zir is ofsen made without notice. 
We submit that a pleader, though he is an officer of the Court to 
a certain extent, is not in the position of the H^ir. The analogy 
of Nazir is fallacious. 


Jinnah with Motiehmd and Leiidas for the respondent (appli- 
cant) ;~It is not necessary that a minor should reside within 


(5) (1898) 25 Cal. 881. 
(4) (1906) 20 All. 210. 
(1007) 32 Born. 50, 


?lili 


(I) (1891) 16 Bom. 307. 
(3) (1895) 23 Cal. 290. 
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the jurisdiction of the Court at the time of the application. The 
minor in the present case was residing for some time at Ahmed- 
abad;thatis^ within the jurisdiction of the Court, Further a 
minor cannot have a domicile of his own, nor can he change his 
deceased father^s domicile which continues in him. It is not 
contested that Kapadwanj was the domicile of the father, 

[Scott, C, J. : — The question of domicile is wholly irrelevant# 
The Act refers to the ordinary residence of the minor.] 

We rely on Sarat Ckancira Chahaihaii v. Foimon^^^ and 8hM 
Mahomed Eossein v, AMnr 

Further the Mission Boarding School is located in the Canton- 
ment at Baroda which is admittedly within British Jurisdiction. 
Therefore the minor would be amenable to the jurisdiction of 
the Courts in British India. The District Court at Broach 
would have jurisdiction in the matter. 

Scott, 0, J.: — An application was made by one Lallu Panachand 
to the District Judoe of Alimedabad under the G-uardmns and 
Wards Act, VIII of 1890, that the applicant might be appointed 
the guardian of die person of his minor brother Wa<1il xL 

As to the main facts there is no dispute. The father of the 
minor died at Kapadwanj leaving two sons and a x\idow and pro- 
perty consisting of a house and shop. The sons are the applicant 
Lallu and the minor Wadilal. The widow was the mother of the 
minor. Within a year of her liusband^s death the widow died, 
Lallu thereupon sold the iamily house and shop and went to 
Broach and thence to Baroda where he embi aced Christianity 
and became a preacher of the American Mission in that place. 
He was then sent as a preacher to Dhola in Kiithiawaiv He left 
his minor brother Wadilal in the Mission House. Wadilal 
remained there fiom May 1906 until February 1909. In that 
month he was removed by Lallu without the consent of those in 
charge of the Mission, Lallu having previously been dismissed 
'from the service of the Mission. Lallu came to Ahmedabad 
:briuging his brother with him and took service in that He 
: plaOedjMs brother on the 15th of February in a Jain Boarding 

SM ^ ^ {2} (1S72) 17 w R, 275. (Cm ' 
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House. Oil tile 15th of March by the instrumenfcality of one 
Mulji, a preacher of the American Mission^ ho was lemoved from, 
the Boardioi^ Hou'^e to tie house of Mr. Wtircl, a member of the 
Mission residing in Ahmedabadj and the following day was sent 
to the Mission at Baroda \\liere he lias since remained^ 

The application of Lallu wms made to the Distiict Judge on the 
29th oi Apiil At iliat time the minor hadj, theiefore^ been living 
in Baioda £oi neaily six: weeks* For iwoiity-eight days prior 
thereto ho had been living in Ahmedabad and for the preceding 
2^ years or more had been living at Baroda. 

The District Judge holding that he had jarisdictioii under the 
Act on the ground that his Couit had jurisdiction in tiie place 
where the minor ordinarily resides as provided by section 0, 
passed an order for the appointment of a Pleadei of his Ooiiit to 
bo giiaidiaii of the person and property of the minor. 

An appeal has been preferred from that order, the appellant 
being the repiesentative of the American Mission in face of whose 
oppoAaoii the older was made* 

The fust point taken on behalf of the appellant is that the 
District Judge had no juiisdiLtion in the matter at all, that he 
would only have jurisdiction if the minor oidmarily resided witliui 
the juiisdiction of his Court It is contended on behalf of the 
appellant that the minor ordinarily lesideswlieie he h ordinarily 
to be foaiid an 1 he is ordinarily to be found in Baroda. Ho had 
been there for six weeks continuously at the dace ol: the ctppliea- 
tion and with the exception of twenty-eight days ho had been 
there foi nearly three yeais 

The learncil District Judge did not found his jurisdiction upon 
the fact that the minor had resided in Ahmedabad between the 
15th of BAbruary and the 15th of Maich oi this year, but he held 
that, because the minor’s father had up to the time of his death 
resided in Kapadwanj the minor’s domicile wms in British India 
in the Jaclicial District of Ahmedabad and that thoretore being 
so dooaieded the miiioi must be taken fco ordinaiily reside within 
that district. It is very easy to reduce such an argument as this 
to an absurdity. 

B 1522^ 
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We think that the question of domicile is wholly irrelevant to 
the question of juris her 1011 in such aetse as the present. The 
words of the Act alone have to be construed, and the worilb of the 
Act are ^Hhat an application mii>t bo made to the Distiict Cuiiit 
havincj jurisdiction in the place where the minor oidnuiily 
resides 

The minor is living in Baroda and he has no other place of lesi- 
dence, and he has^ with the exception of twenty-eight days, lived 
in Baroda for nearly three years, We^ thereforCjf think iluit 
Baroda is the place where the minor ordinarily resides within 
the meaning of section 9, 

It IS aigued on behalf of the respondent (with what coiTectiiess 
we do not know) that the Mission House in Baroda wbeie the 
minor is living is in British Cantonments and is within the 
jurisdiction of the Judicial District of Bioach. It u.ay besO; but 
even if It is so, that docs not gi^c juii^diction to the District 
Judge of Ahmedabade 

We Sit aside the order of the District Judge and allow this appeal 
with costs, 

Ouhr reienetL 

i\ B. K, 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 

Before Bir Basil SeoU) Kt t Clu^f JubtieSi and Mr, Justka Batchi^or, 

PABiSHABAM YISPIMJ BAiJKE ixd otiiees (OiiiGrxAL Pl UMirr 
Axn Dufekdants 1—5), Appellax rb, PUTLAJIBAO KAbBillAO 

AXD OTIIFEb (OlilOJiNAL DeFEXDAISTS 6— ISj ^ 

Bombay Regulation V of 1827, se hon XV, claim 3-^UsufrnetHarij 
mortgage of iSOB-^Agreenimt to pay the dtU afkr fued fen ml -Smt hg 
moi tgagee aft r the eip? ration of tie rio 1 for the ? t^coieig of the dtM hg mle 
of morti^ag^d propel tg, 

A ufenfmctuary moitgagp exerotJ in Uw year eoniamocl the following 
iipitoent i— 

j ** llhe amOT.'nli of Es. 1,750 is borrowed on the said premises. Wo tbiee of us 
after I^^ing off the said amount of debt affor fiftean years from this day, 

. i I 

i»^oooSid Appeal Ho, 987 Of 1908, 

^ , wt 
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redeem oiir pi emibos. Pcilnp^ any one of us tbrae might -wlthm the pailud 
pny off at one time the aiuo lilt of rupees aceordinj to bis &haie, >on shnuld 
allow ledemption of ihopiemises piopniiouatilv aftei recouing the amount and 
3 "on should paSs a reempt ior the monies recewedd’ 

In the year loos' the mortgig e having him ght \ suit foi the rtco eiy of 
the inoiigige debt by silo of moitgaj^ed p^op^it}, th" hr^t to ifcadoiud 
the ehim, but the appollite doiut levorh 1 the locrce and dismssed I’m buit on 
the ground that where in tho cise of % luufiucUiaiy moitgagc the hioilgag3r 
agrees to redeem by pument of the pimcipil aftei a stitcd period, the 
mortgagee has no highei or beUei\i5ght thaiihehaourdei a Mmplc UbUfri ctuary 
mortgage. 

Held, Oil seemd appoil by the p'auiiidh, thit the moitgago in suit v as 
governed by clause S, section XV of ii^guhiion V of 1837, and theie being 
nothing in theteuiis of the agieemont betv eeii the pii ties which eith r expiessly 
or by implieatiou indicated thai the piopeity bhoiild not by meau^ of a suit bo 
applied in liquidation of the debt, the suit would lie. 

The dooiee of the appellate Court reversed and that of the first Court lostored, 

Mahadaji v. Joti and limiehaiid) a v. Trlpwalad^), followed. 

Sliaih Idnis v. Ahdiil Bakiman^^) , Sadaskiv v and Krishm 

V. Eani^), explained. 

Secoxd appeal from the decision of D. Diksliit^ A'^sistanfc 
Judge of Ratnagiri^ reversing the decree pisxd by Shesbgiri^ 
R, K.j Subordinate Judge oi Dapoli. 

The property in suit originally belonged to three brothers^ 
Kalbarao (father of defendants 6- 8)^ Abijirao and Bajirao. 
They mortgaged it on the 9 th Apiil 1869 to Vishnu Raghunath 
Dabke, an ancestor of the plaintiffs and deiendints 1—5^ tor 
Rs. 1,750. The mortgage was usufructuary. The material 
portion of the deed was as follows *, — 

Accordingly abovesaid we all tlreo of us have this day delivered over 
into }our possession for the enjoyment as moitguee the CB trukans in all of 
our shale consisting of the rico fields and m^has lands. You may yourself 
make the thereof or may give to cthois on lent md. gkumd^ ; md. 

whatever rents and profits you will get is to be applied by you towards the 
satisfaction of interest (ic,, in lieu of interest) and you should pay the 
Government assessment in the Mata of Kalbaiao, our eldest brother, in whose 

(1) (1892) 17 Bom. 425, (3) (1891) 16 Bom. 303. 

m (1898) P. J., p. 43. G) (1895) 20 Bom, 296, 

(5) (1008) 10 Bom. L. B. 615. 
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name ilio l^a^i stand's m tho Goveiiimeut rocurds. Th luiouiii < f Us 1^7 >0 
is boirovrecl on tile said premises We tliree of as slull altti oil tlie 

said amonnt of debt after fifteen > ears from, tliis day ledotin oni pi oniists 
Peihaps any one out of nsthiee iniglit witbin tlio peuocl pty off at one time 
the amount of rupees accoiding to liu sliuc you sbouid aliou lodomptioii of tie 
premises propoifcionately after reoening tixe amount and -jou blioiiM pass a 
receipt fox the lupees leeei^ed. 

In 1880 Vamnaji Vishnii Dabke^ a deecasttl son of the nioii- 
gagee, obtained a money decree against Kalbarao. In execution 
of that decree the mortgaged propeity was sold and was pur- 
chased by Ganesh Vasudev Joshi on the 11th October 1884. Oil 
the 5th April 1889 Ganesh Vasudev Joshi sold liis title to 
plaintiff 1. 

On the 18th January 1906 the plaintiffs brought the present 
suit alleging that they vere in possession ot tlic moxtgaged 
property by themselves or tlnoiigh tenant^^^ till the year 1899 
when defendants 6—8 denied the plaintiffs’ title and asserted 
their own and that Rs. 1,975 weie duo to them undbi the 
mortgage. The iilaintiffj^ theiefore^ piaycd fox possession of 
the property as owners under the purchase from Ganesh Vasudev 
Joshi or as moitgagees or iii tho alternative to x'cco'ver the sum 
due to them tinder the mortgage by sale of the mortgaged 
property. 

Defendants 1—5, tvho were brothers of plaiutitfs 1—5 and 
cousins of plaintiiff 6, admitted the plaintiffs’ claim They were 
joined as defendants because they were unwilling to bo joinotl 
as co-plaintiffs. 

Defendants 6—8 answeied iniu* alia that the property in suit 
was their ancestral estate and the plaintiffs had no inteicst therein, 

that the auction sale against their father Kalbarao did not pass 

more than his individual inteiest, that the delivery of possession 
at the auction «ale was only nominal and the plaintiffs never got 
actual possession, that they were all along in possession and the 
0|aim Was time-barred, and that they did not admit the mortgage 
^ transaction and nothing was due under it. 

I aaie^Sabordinate Judge found that the plaintiffs’ title as 
if 1 Tf^ iiQ| proved, that they were not in possession within 

that they were not entitled t9 
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p3.33^-5i m as pm chafers or mortgagees, tlmt the mortgage relied 
oil by tli 6 plaintiffs was valid and prove! and that the plaintiffs 
were entitled to recover Rs, 1,975 under the mortgage. He 
therefore passed a decree directing the defendants to pay to the 
plaintiffs and doiendants 1-—5 Rs 1,975 with plaintiffs^ costs 
within six months from the date of the decree and in default the 
amount to be recovered by sale of the mortgaged property or 
a sufficient portion thereof. The following are some of the 
observations ot the Subordinate Judge in his judgment : — 

Thw lb the cab 0 oi a moitgag^e lu po&bObbion obtaining \ monej- deciee andsnb- 
seqiienth selling tlio equity of icdemptioii tliiongb. a fcransfeiee and ultimately 
buying it liimself Iiom tbe auction-purobasei If section 90 of tbe Tiansfct 
of Propel ty Act applied sucb a sale, held otherwise than by nistituimg a suit, 
would be void (I L II 12 Mid 825,1 L R 14 Mad. 71, Bombay Law 
Eepoitei YU, page 3) The only question is nhethei the p-> inciple of the section 
Would foe applicable to the piesent mortgage, which is of 1869, having regard to 
claiibe (c) of section 2 of the Act, which excludes fiom the operation of the Act, 
any light oi liability arising out of a legal lelation constituted befoic the Act 
came into foice The case reported cat page 129 of I L B 10 Madras is an 
instince of the section being applied to a moitgago passed before the Act came 
into foice See aLo I L E 12 Oil 583 Besides I L. R 1 Cal. 337 •was 
decided hefoit the Act and laid down that a moitgagee is not entitled by means 
of a mon ey decice obtained on a collateial secuiity to obtain sale of the equity 
of ledemption sepaiately This case was followed by oui oavn High Court in 
I. L E 4 Bom 57 and I L E 5 Bom 5 These auihoiities lead me to hold 
thit even apait from the Act, the sale held otherwise than by a suit upon a 
deciee obtained by the moitgagee was iiivilid, and that plaintiffs did not 
acquno a valid titlo by their ultimate pui chase iiom the auetion-purchasei. 
It IS tiiue the moitgagee tiansfeiied bis decree befoic evecution, but tbe 
tiansfcr waas subject to tbo equities which tlio nioitgagoi might have enforced 
undei section 233, Civil Piocedme Code, against him (I. L E 22 Cal 813), 

On appeal by defendants 6 — 8 tbe Assistant Judge found that 
the mortgage sued on was not subsisting, that the plaintiffs 
were not entitled to recover anything under it, and that the 
claim was barred by the defendants^ adverse possession. He, 
therefore, reversed the decree and dismissed the suit. In the 
course of his judgment the Assistant Judge made the following 
remarks 

The lulmg in Knslma v. Mari, 10 Bom. L. B, 615, dispels all the delusion 
on the question of law involved in a case like the present. Exception was 
taken at the bar to the correctness of the decision on the ground that it is 
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inconsistent with a previons decision of a division bench of our Hin^h Court 
reported at p. 42o of I. L. R. 17 Bom. {MaJiadaji v. It ■wa.'? further 

argued that the last quoted dooisioii -was not brought to their Lordships’ notice 
whenXmMa v. Ha-ri was decided and it was conseciuently not referred to and 
considered. I cannot accept this argument as sound. The main i,st is, 
whether the property is hypothecated or wliether it was tlio iiUoiition of tho 
parties to make the property liable to bo brought to sale in case tho proiuisod 
payment was not made. Their Lordships had before them this sound test and 
they have observed ; « We do not find that this document contains anything 
more than a personal and conditional promise to pay, Wo do not see any 
indication that the property was hypothecated or that it was ever the intention 
of the parties that it should be liable to bo brought to sale in case tho promised 
payment was not made.” It was therefore absolutely necessary to refer to the 
ruling in 2£alicidaji v. Joti, 17 Bom. 4’25, for in that case Candy, J,, has distiuotl y 
observed “there was a distinct covenant to pay the pi’incipai and the laud was 
security for the same,” (p. 428). The principle enunciated in tho latest ruliiig 
cited above has been long ago recognized by our High Court {Shuik Lines v. 
AMul, 16 Bom. 303). The reasons given in the full Bonoh Madras decision 
(Zangaya v. ZalimuAu, 27 Mad. 626) can be very easily refuted. But as there 
is an express ruling of oar High Court it is not necessary to do so. 

Even if the mortgage as regards lands were a combination of a simple and 

usnfrnctnary mortgage the suit having been instituted more tlian 12 years 
after the due date has been barred (Fasuifeoav. ShrinkcesajQBam. L. li, 1104). 

ilauitiffs dud defendants 1—5 preferred a second appeal. 

K. iV. Koyaji for the appellants (plaintiffs and defendants 
1 5) : The Assistant Judge erred in reversing the decree of t!ie 
first Court for sale. The present case is governed by Regulation 
V of 1827, section XV, clause 3. It is a settled law in this 
Presidency that in cases governed by the Regulation, the mort- 
gaged property is liable to sale where there is promise to pay : 
MahackJi v.Joti W, Yas/wanf v. Vithal Hemraj wTrimbah 
Eamehaiidra v. Tripur abai In SJiaik Iclrus v. Ihdnl 

BaJiwian ® and Sadashiv v. Yyanlatrao ® there was no promise 
to pay, so those eases are inapplicable. The ruling in Knshm v. 
'fiar* « is distinguishable. The judgment in that case pro- 
<aeded on the basis that there was a conditional promise to pay. 

, , W (1882) 17 Bom. 425. (4) (I898) P. j., p. 43, 

;. e^.a896) 21Boin.267. ® a891) 16 Bom. 303. 

J ■ ^. aS97) P. J., p. 416. (®) (1896) 20 Pom. 296. 
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K if for the respondents (defendants 6— 8) :— -The 1903. 

appellants cannot claim the right of sale^ the bond being, as 
found by the lower Courts a purely usufructuary one. The case p ®- 
is governed by the Ti’ansfer of Property Act which provides, 
section 67, that a usufructuary mortgagee is not entitled to get 
the property sold. Even if the case he governed by Regulation 
V of 1827, still there is no personal covenant in the deed sued 
on. The mortgagee is to hold possession of the property only. 

He has no right of sale : Sadashiv v. Vyanlatrao W, Bhaik Idrm 
v. AUwl HaUinan Kris/tmji v. Wastuleo PI, Jafar Huseii v. 

Raujif Sin-j?i, th. Even admitting that there is a personal cove- 
nant, still that is not sufficient. There must be in addition to that 

a right of sale specihealiy given : Kruhm v. Hari PI, Kashi Mam 
V. Sardar Singh P), Skaik Hr us v. A bdul Rahman P), KrishiaM v. 

IFcmicleo 


As to hypothecation^ the definition of mortgage rec|uires the 
creation of security or hypothecation; see section 58 of the 
Transfer of Property Act. A mere hypothecation clause by 
itself in a usufructuary mortgage does not give the mortgagee a 
light to sell which, as usufructuary mortgagee, he does not 
possess. The rulings in Bamohandra v. Tripirahai PI, Yashvant 
V. Ftlthal P) and Mahadaji v. loH W are inapplicable. In those 
eases there was a personal covenant and a right of sale was 
contemplated, while the mortgage in the present case is a simple 
usufructuary mortgage. The Assistant Judge in appeal was 
conversant with the language in which the bond is written. 

^ Section 9d of the Transfer of Property Act is applicable, and 
if it cannot directly apply, it embodies the law as it was 
administered before its enactment and is not a departure from 
that law : tiat/mvayyan v. Muthusami Bur gay y a v. Ananiha 

BhuggobuUy Dosses v. Bhamachuru Bose MarfanS v. Bhouchim 


(U (1895) 20 Bom. 29G. 

(3) (1891) 16 Bom. 303. 

(3) (1901) 3 Bom. L. B, 156, 

(4) (1893) 21 All. 4.. 

(5) Vm) 10 Bom, L. fe. 613. 

(6) (1900) 28 All. 167. 

(13) (1897) 


0) (IS9S) P, J., p. 43. 
(8) (1895) 21 Bom. 237. 
(fl) (1892) 17 Bom. 425, 

(10) (1388) 12 Mad. 326, 

(11) (1890) 14 Mad. 74. 

(12) (1876) 1 Cal. 387. 

22 Bom. 624. 
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and Climdra Nath hey v. hmroih Bhoondury Ghosth'^, In 
Mmein v. BhmLargtn the facts were altogether chffereut. 

ScoTi, C. J. The lower appellate Couit has levoistd a dccir-o 
for sale obtained by the plaintiffs as moitgagees The ground 
assigned for this decision is that where in the case of a nsuiruc- 
tuary mortgage the mortgagor agrees to redeem by payment ot 
the principal after a stated period the mortgagee has no higher 
or better rights than he has under a simple usufructuary 
mortgage. 

The mortgage in question was effected in the year lS6d. At 
that date the right of sale by mortgagees in the motiissil was 
governed by Regulation V ot 1827, section XV, clause 8, which 
provides that m the absence ot any special agioement or 
recognized law or usage to the contrary either par ty may at any 
time by the institution ot a ciul suit cause tlie piopeity to bo 
applied to the liquidation ot the debt , the surplus, it any, being 
restored to the owner. 

In the case of mortgages prior in date to the time when the 
Transfer of Property Act was extended to this Presidency, the 
then existing rights of the parties remain unaffected : section 2 
of Act IV" ot 1882. We are, theietore, in this case only 
concerned with the law enacted by the Regulation and with tne 
terms of the agreement between the parties. 

The instrument of mortgage alter providing tliat the moi t_,agoe 
in possession should manage the property, taking the piohts in 
lieu ot interest, proceeds : 

“ The amount of Es 1,750 k bou owed on the swd premises. Wo time ot 
us shall aftei paying off the said amount ot debt aftei 16 yeai^ fiom tliuday 
ledeem our premises Perhaps any one of iw thieo might uithii the peuo'd 
pay off at one time the amount of lupeos aoeoidingto his shue, you diould 
allow redemption of the piemises proportionately aflei leceivuig the a xioimt 
an^ you should pass a icoeipt foi the memos received.” 

1 Ti^ penod of 15 years has long since expired and the question 
W taawe to determine is whether there is contained m the words 
expressly or by implication any agreement that 

® (1898) 23 Bom. 119, 
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the property shall not by means of a suit be applied in 
liquidation of the debt. We think there is not. 

The case is very similar to those of Maiadaji v. loti and 
Mamchandra v. Tnpurabm There is a distinct covenant to 
pay after fifteen years^ with an option to pay within that period^ 
the money bon owed on the premises. 

It is an agreement of a different class from those which were 
under consideration in Shmk Idrus v. Abdul Ba/dmau and 
SadmMv v. Tyanldrao^^ » In these cases there was no promise 
by the mortgagor to pay^ but it was provided that he should be 
free to take possession whenever he chose to pay after the fixed 
period agreed upon for the mortgagee's enjoyment In the case of 
Kndma v. relied upon by the learned Judge in the 

Court below the agreement was of the same kind as that in 
Skmji Idrus case^^^. 

We reverse the decree of the lower appellate Court and restore 
that of the first Court with costs throughout other than the costs 
of cios^-objections. 


Decree reversed, 
a, B, E. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Sir Basil Scotty Kt ^ Chief Justice ^ mid Mr Justice Batchelor, 

OAHESH HABAYAN SATHE (Oeiginal Oppoitlnt), Applioakt, 
PXJEUSHOTTAM GAHGABHAE KAEYE (Obigixa& Applicant), 
Opponcnt.^ 

Civil JP) occdti) e Code (Ael V of 1008 ), section 151 — Dee>i ee of Small Came 
Court--^Mom^ lyiiig in deposit %n the Com t of the First Class Suhoiiinate 
Judge-- Attachment and recovery of money in execution of the Small Cause 
Court decree — Suit in the Court of the Fust Glass hubo'idtnate Judge fo) a 

^ A »plica 10 j No 120 of 1900 under ei:tiaordinaiy juiisdictxon. 

CD ( 892) I'Z Bom 426. (3) (1891) 16 Bom. 803. 

m (1108) K p, 4S. (D (1895, 20 Bom. 296. 

(6) (1908) 10 Bom. L. E. 61% 
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declaration that the attcwhmeni was invalid mid for refund of monef-^Becree 
accordingl^-^P^oceedinffs in the Small Cause Court and order for refund hj 
that Court^Order not eustainahle* 

The plaintiff bx ought a suit in the Court oC the Piifet Class Subordinate Judge 
and finally obtained a decree declaring that an attachment on cexdain money, 
aheady lying in deposit in that Court, levied hy the defendant in OAeciitlon of his 
Small Canse Conxt decree was invalid and decreeing that the defendant should 
repay the same to the plaintiff. In execution of the said decree in the suit of 
the Couit of the First Class Subordinate J tidge the plaintiff applied to the Small 
Cause Conit for the refund of the money and that Court passed an order for 
the refund. The defendant, theieupon, preferred an application to the High 
Court under tihe extraordinary jurisdiction. 

Eeldi setting aside the older, that such an oidei could only he made if it was 
necessary for two purposes, namely, for the ends of justice or to prevent the 
abuse of the process of the Court. The plaintiff had aheady a decree which he 
was entitled to execute in the Fiist Class Suboidinate Judge’s Court. 

Applicatiok under the extraordinary jurisdiction (section 115 of 
the Civil Procedure Code, Act V of 1908) against the decision of 
V. V. Tilak, Judge of the Court of Small Causes at Poona. 

One Ganesh Narayan Sathe obtained three money decrees, 
Nos. 597, 698 and 599 of 1904, in the Court of Small Causes at 
Poona against Yamunabai, widow and legal representative of 
her deceased husband Mahadev Gangadhar Karve. In execution 
of the said decrees, Ganesh Narayan Sathe attached a sum of 
Rs. 3,000 lying in deposit in the Court of the First Class Sub- 
ordinate J odge of Poona as the price of the shai’e of the deceased 
Mahadev Gangadhar Karve in a certain house. Thereupon 
Purushottam Gangadhar Karve, the brother of the deceased, 
applied to the Court of Small Causes as well as to that of the 
First Class Subordinate Judge for the removal of the attachment, 
hut his applications being rejected, he filed three suits. Nos. 264^ 
266 and 266 of 1905, in the Court of the First Class Subordinate 
Judge for a declaration that the sum of Es. 3,000 was not liable 
attachment and for a decree ordering Ganesh Narayan Sathe 
the money, if any, received by him. The suits were 
, dismissed by the First Class Subordinate Judge, but his decrees 
/ Were ret’ersed^by the District Court in appeals and the decrees 
the : District Court were confirmed by the High Court in 

Ganesh Narayan :Pathe 
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Iiaving recovered the money tinder attachment, Purnshottam 
Gangadhar Karve applied to the Court of Small Causes for an 
order directing Ganesh to repay the money into Court for the 
purpose of depositing it in the Court of the First Class 
Subordinate Judge. 

The opponent Ganesh Narayan Sathe contended inter alia 
that the Court of Small Causes had no jurisdiction to entertain 
the application and that it should have been made to the Court 
of the First Class Subordinate Judge. 

The Judge of the Court of Small Causes overruled the 
opponent's contention and granted Purushottam^s application. 
He passed an order directing Ganesh to refund the ’ money and 
on his failure to do so, the applicant to apply for the execution 
of the order for the following reasons : — 

It will be observed that tbe order of attacbment was made by tMs Court and 
not by the Fiist Class Subordinate Judge. It will also be observed that the 
three declaratory suits were brought in the First Class Subordinate Judge’s 
Couit as this Court has no iiuiscliotion to enteitain such suits Ganesh aigues 
that this Court not being ‘Hhe Court of fiist instance” within the meaning of 
section 141 of the new Code has no jurisdiction to order refund in pursuance 
of the deciees of tbe High Couit in the thiee declaratory suits. But if petitioner 
applies to the First Class Suboidinate Judge his jurisdiction may be (questioned 
on the ground that the oidei of attachment and the subsequent order of 
payment to Ganesh were not made bj him. It would be ahsnid to contend 
that such is the eidect of the law as it stands I think that under section 151 
of the new Code I have an inherent light to order lefund and to do everything 
and to make every older fairly and piopeily consequential on the confirmation 
by the High Com t of the decrees qiassel by the appellate Court in the thi’ee 
decluatory suits. 

The opponent Ganesh Narayan Sathe preferred an applica- 
tion under the extraordinary jurisdiction (section 115 of the Civil 
Procedure Code, Act V of 1908) urging that as Purushottam 
Gangadhar Karve was not a party to the Small Cause suits, the 
lower Court erred in exercising the jurisdiction which was not 
vested in it by law. A rule nisi was issued requiring 
Purushottam Gangadhar Karve to show cause why the said 
order should not be set aside. 

JB. R> Desai for the applicant (original opponent) in support of 
the rule ; — After the decree of the Small Cause Court was 
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_ executed by attachment and recovery of the amount deposited 
in the Court of the First Class Subordinate Jads^e, the Small 
Cause Court became fmcfm officio and it had no po4er t5 make 
any further order, namely, the order for the refund. This is 

not a case of restitution. The opponent was not a parjyto-the 
decrees of the Small Causes Court and no order could be passed 
on his application to that Court. Section 151 of the Civil 
Procedure Code has no application to the facts of the ease That 
section applies to cases in which such orders as may be necessary 
Cour^^ of justice or to prevent abuse of the proless of thl 

M. M. Bodas ior the opponent (original applicant) to show 
cause i-We contend that the order can be supported under 
section 151 of the Civil Procedure Code. That section is intended 
to prevent injustice. If we had applied to the Court of the First 
^ ass bubordinate Judge, the present applicant would have 
objected on the ground that the orders for attachment and ' 
payment to lum of the money were not passed by that Court 
and therefore it had no jurisdiction to entertain our application 
Moreover, the ends of justice would be equally satisfied ^whether 
the amount is refunded by the order of the Small Cause 7 I 
.m fte Curt ot the Ftat a.,, S„ Jdtte ■ 

C 1 =_lathis ease the applicant obtained a decree 
deelaimg that aa attachment upon certain n-ir. la? 

through the Small Cause Court was invalid and deLTein/tW 
the defendant should repay the same to the plaintiff That w^ 
a decree which was confirmed by the Hi^h Onn ^ i ^ 
orfiuury course be e.«euted by h. S ciT , “ 

Judge ta whoso Court the suit wj filed ifjT, 
prooeediig to ouecute iu that Court the opnonem u 
the Small Cause Court which, prior to the fil’ to 

the First Class Subordinate Judo-ffs Court had fi^^’f f 

Wjtion so far as it was concerned. NotwithstaLitThe fe I 
thah the opponent was entitled to execute th^ rUr. 

the Judge of the Small Cause Court purportinlM T'*^ 

of the present Oivfi Procedure clf 
^toant; who wa^ the defendant in the First Oil 
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Judge’s Oourfc, to refund the money obtained by him inesecution 
from the Small Cause Court. Such an order could only be 
made if it 'wasmecessary for the ends of justice or to prevent the 
abuse ^the process of the Court. We do not think that it can 
be said^o have been necessary for either purpose because the 
opponeat had already a decree which he was entitled to execute 
in the First Class Subordinate Judge’s Court. We, therefore, 
set aside the order with costs. 

Order set aside, 

0, B. R, 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr* Justice Chmidavarkar md 3£r, Justice Meat on. 

KEIfeHlSrA TAJTHAtil (oeicinal Defbutdant), AppELiiAHT, v, ABA 
SHETTI PAT ill (oEioiisfAii Plahsttifp), Eespondekt,^ 

Transfer of PropeTty Act (IF of 1882 f section M^BaU^Qompromise-^ 
Zand mj'tli less than Rs* 100—Eegistration of deed, or delivery of 
possession not necessary. 

The terms of a compromise aEPeetkg a claim to land of the value of less than 

Es. 100 were reduced to writing. The document was not registered, nor was 
the transaction accompanied by delivery of possession. The material provisions 
of the deed were as follows : — 

You and we are co-sharers. In your and our land, Survey !N'o. 20, there is 
awell._ Therein you and we have a joint share. Partition is to ’he made 
including it, After the said (survey) number is divided, we shall give 9 pands 
more from our share and both of ns should put up a bandh (embankment) in the 
middle of the well, and possession and enjoyment should bo carried on accordin'^ 
to our respective shares. According to this condition we should not cause 
ohsiruction to each other. One who will act in contravention of this agreement 
will be abb to reimburse loss which may be caused.’* 

The lower appellate Couit regarded the transaction as a sale which under the 
provisions of the Transfer of Property Act (IV of 1882) required delivery of 
possession in order to validate it. 

that the terms of the deed did not bring the transaction within the 
category of a sale, as defloed in the Transfer of Property Act (lY of 1882), 

^ Second Appeal N . 934 of 19p8. 
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JBiddy furthei, that the dociiment in question merely embodied a compiomise 
between the parties and was in effect an acknowledgment of existing rights j 
and that theiefoie no delivery of possession was necessaiy. 

Bmi Mena Kima^ v 'Ram Hulas Kuwa'i CD, followed, 

SECOND appeal from the decision of B. 0 Kennedy, District 
Judge of Ndsik, modifying the decree passed by B, K. Bal, 
Subordinate J udge of Sinnar. 

The plaintiff sued to recover fiom the defendant a certain 
piece of land, alleging that it was his ancesti al land and had been 
unlawfully occupied by the defendant. 

The defendant pleaded ownership and long possession. 

On the 4th August 1902, the paities had entered into an 
agreement, which ran as follows — 

‘‘You and we aie co-shaieis In your and our land, Survoy No. 20, tboio is a 
well. Therein you and we have a joint ^haie Paitition is to be made 
including ifc. Aftei the said (survey) numboi is divided, we shall give you 
Opands moie from oui shaie and both of us should put up a bandh (embank- 
ment) in the middle of the well and possession and enjoj meat should be carried 
onaceoidingtoounespectiveshaies. Accoiding to this condition we should 
not cause obstiuction to each othei One who will act m contravention of this 
^gieement will be able to reimbui se loss which may be caused. We have passed 
this agieemont of our free will and pleasuie ’’ 

This document was not registered, nor was it accompanied by 
delivery of possession. The value of the land affected by the 
compromise was less than Es. 100, 

The Subordinate Judge found that the plaintiff had been 
owner of the land in dispute hut that ho had given a portion of 
it to defendant in pursuance of a compromise. Ho decised the 
plaintiff's claim to the lands excepting the portion of it covered 
by the compiomise. 

On appeal, the District Judge held that the document was 
ineffectual as it was not registered and was not accompanied by 
i actual delivery. He therefore awarded plaintiff’s claim in 

: : defendant appealed to the High Court. 
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R. 8 Pandit, with Mmuhhai NanabJiai, for the appellant.--" 
The transaction does not amount to a “ sale ” as defined hy 
section 54 of the Transfer of Property Act. No “ price ” has 
been paid for the land : see T/mitvengidachariar v. RanganatTia 
Aigangar^'^ . It is only a compromise. It is based on the assump- 
tion of an antecedent title and is acknowledgment of the same : 
Rani Mewa Kmear v. Rani Hulas 


1300. 
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Delivery of possession iSj therefore, not essential to make the 
transaction valid. The land being worth less than Rs. 100 the 
document need not be registered. 

D. A. Khau, for the respondent. — The words in the deed 
are : — '* he shall give you 9 pands moie from our share ” There 
being thus no consideiation the transaction is a gift. If there 
is consideration it may amount to an exchange. The transaction 
cannot stand as the document is neither registered nor 
accompanied by delivery of possession. 


OhandavAekau, J. — The document (exhibit 29) which embodies 
the terms of a compromise between the parties has been 
apparently treated by the learned District Judge as a sale, 
which under the provisions of the Transfer of Property Act 
requires a delivery of possession in order to validate it. But 
the terms of the deed do not bring the transaction within the 
category of a sale, as defined in that Act. The document in 
question merely embodied a compromise between the parties, and, 
as held by the Privy Council in Rani Men a Kuwar v. Rani Hulas 
Kuwat^^l, the nature of a compromise is that it is an acknow- 
ledgment of the existing rights of the parties. No delivery of 
possession was necessary in this case in order to give effect to the 
compromise. That being the only point argued here, we reverse 
the District Judge's deciee and restore that of the Subordinate 
Judge with costs both of the second appeal and the appeal in 
the lower Court on the respondent. 


Reel eei evened, 

E, R, 



tt) {19D3) 13 Mad. t. J. E. 500. 


(2) (1874; L. E. 1 1. A. 167 at p. 166* 
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APPELLATE OIYIL. 


Before Sir Basil Scoifj Chief JtisUce^ and Mr^ Jusiiec Baiekelor» 

PUBUSHOTTAM HAEGOVAHPAS, legal ULPEE&rK-T at i\b op beceaspb 
GIBDIIAIiLAL IT\BGOTAH3)AB (okiginal pLAOTirp, JuDGsrar- 
rErOIicB}, ApPELLAKI, V, PAJBAI, legal ELPlUfaLlirTATRE 01 DrCEASEL 
THAKOBE HIBAJI DOLATSAIiTG (obiginal Defendant, Judgment* 
DEBTor), Eespondent.* 

Civil Broceditre Code (Ael XIV of l'^82% sccitom SBj, 820-^(JuJanU 
TdluMdr's Act (Bom, Act FI of 1888)^ sections 20B and — 
Decree against Tdluhduv — Mucutwn — Decree transferred to Talnhiitfi 
Settlement Officer — Notification of management — Submission hj j^cWfis 
having claims — Appheation for the continuance of the execution proceedings 
against the legal representative of the deceased judgfMnhdehtor-~^ 
CertificatGunder section 29 B of the Gufardt TaliiMdr's Act (Bom* Act VI 
of 1888)-— Managing Officer'— Tdluhd tin Settlement Offleeu 

When execution pioceedings are commenced against a judgmeiit-dehtor, 
tli 0 } can be continued aftei bis death bj substituting the name of the le^l 


^ First Appeal No. 396 of 1908. 

(1) ScefeioBs 28 and 20 B, E of ilic Gujarat TAliibdai’s Act aie rs follows 

28* (1) With tbo sanction of Government, tbo Taluk dlri Settlement Oilioex oi 
any other oflicei appointed by Government for tins purpose may, upon the wuifcteii 
application of a tAlukdar in this behalf, take chaige of such talukdaPs estate and 
keep the same under his iranagement for such period as may be agieod upon, 

(2) Where a talukddii estate is held by co-sharers in undivided shares, an applica- 
tion signed by co sharers holding an aggregate interest of not levs than three-fourths 
of the whole estate shall, for the pui poses of sub-section (1), bo deemed to be an 
application by a tilukddi in respect of such estate. 

29B. (1) Where any UlukcUii estate has been taken under management by 
Go\ernmeni OjBBcers under section 26 or 28, the Managing Oaeer may publish in the 
Bombag government Caaette and in such other manner as the Governor in Counoil 
laay by general or special ordei diiect, a notice io English and also in the Vernacular, 
calling upon all the peisons having claims against such Ulukdilr or his property, to 
submit the same in w-iting to him within six months from the date of the publication 
of the notice. 

Wheie the BXanaging Officer is satisHed that any claimant was unable to comply 
published undei sub-section (1), he may allou^ his claim to be 
if any time after the date of the expiry of the period Ixed therein i but 
notwithstanding any law, contract, decree or a^ard to tlio 
; to carry interest from the date of the expiiy cf such period until 

: V ^sabrfi|spoft;: r , ^ 
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lepie'ienUtive in place of tiiat of tlie deceased judgment-debtor in tie application 

foi execution. It is not necessaiy to tile a fresi application under theproTisions pobushoi- 

of section 236 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882). ***'■ 

' 17 . 

Himehmd Marjimndas v. Kasttmkmid Kasidas (i), explained. Bajbai, 


The effect o£ section 29E of the GB]‘arit Talnkddi’s Act (Bom, Act VJ of 
18S8) is that before the execution of a cleciee can he pioceeded with the Court 
most he satisfied that the deciee-claim has been duty submitted. If the officer 
ceitifies that it has been duly submitted theie is an end of the matter. If he 
does not so certify, the Court must wait for one month from the date of the 
leceipt by the otBcer of an application for a certificate, and upon being satisfied 
that the claim has been duly submitted in accordance with the provisions of 
section 29B of the Gujarat Tilukdai’s Act (Bom.^Act YI of 1888) it may then 
proceed with the execution. 

The expression ‘ managing officei ^ iii section 29E of the Act is merely a ^ 

compendious term f 01 *Hhe Talukddri Settlement Officer or any other officer 
appointed by Government to take charge of the Tdlukddr’s estate and keep the 
same in his management ’ lefeiied to m section 28 of the Act, and where the 
officer who takes charge of the estate and keeps the same in his management is 
the Talukdciri Settlement Officer, the * managing officer * is merely a synonym 
for * T^ltikdeiri Settlement Officer.* 


(3) Every^cUiin against such talukdAr or his pioperty (other than a claim on the 
pait of Go'Vtinment) not Eubmi ted to the Managing Officci in compliance Tvith the 
notice published umkr sub-section (1), cr allowed to be submitted under sub section 
(2), shall, sa’ve in the eases provided for by section 291, sub-section (2), clause {c) 
and by sections 7 and 13 of the Indian Limitation Act, 1877, be deemed for all 
purposes and on all occasions, whether dming the continuance of the management 
01 aftei\\ards, to have been duly discharged, unless in any suit or proceeding 
instituted by the claimant, or by any peibon claiming under him, in respect of any 
such claim, it is pioved to the satisfaction of the Court that he was unable to 
comply with the notice published under sub-scction (1). 

29E. (1) On the publication of a notice under section 29B, snb-seetxoii (1), no 
proceeding in etecutmn of any decree against the tdlukdar whose estate is taken 
under management or his propeity shall be instituted or continued until the decree- 
liolder files a ceitificate from the managing officer that the decree-claim has been 
duly submitted, or until the expiration of one month from the date of receipt by the 
managing officer of a written application for such certificate, accompanied by a 
certified copy of the decree. 

(2) Any person holding a deciee against such Mlukdir or his pioperty shall be 
entitled to receive from the Managing Officer, fieo of cost, the certificate required by 
suh'seebion (1), 

( 3 ) # # # ^ # # # # 

a) (1893) 18 Bom, 224, 
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1909. Where an application lelaHng to a claim is presented to the Subordinate 

'Z Judge and is forwarded by him to the Talnkddii Settlement Oihcor, it amounts 

iam to a submission of the claim in writing within the meaning of section 29B of 
®* the Act, if the Tdlnkdiri Settlement Officer is also the managing officer. 


Fiest appeal against tlie decision of Ohunilal LalluLliai, First 
Class Subordinate Judge of Ahmedabad, in an execution 
proceeding, Darkhast No. 549 of 1896. 

One Girdharlal Hargovan filed a suit, No. 63 of 1893, in the 
Court of the First Class Subordinate Judge of Ahuiedahad to 
recover on the mortgage of the Bhatkonda Taluka the sum of 
Rs. 8,935 from Thakore Hiraji Dolatsang and his four co-sharer 
Talukddrs of the Bhatkonda Tdluka in the Ahmedabad District. 
The Subordinate Judge dismissed the suit. On Appeal, No, 14 of 
1894, the High Court, on the 26th August 1895, reversed the 
decree and allowed the plaintiff’s claim. By consent of parties 
the High Court passed a decree against Thakore Hiraji Dolatsang 
alone. 

On the 25th June 1898 the plaintiff Girdharlal presented an 
application, Darkhast No. 549 of 1896, for the execution of the 
decree seeking to recover the decretal debt, Rs. 8,935 and costs, 
Rs. 1,873, in all Rs. 10,308 by sale of the mortgaged property. 
On the 8th July 1896 the Court passed an order for the sale of 
the mortgaged property and transferred the execution 
proceedings to the Collector under section 320 of the Civil 
Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882). The Collector forwarded 
the proceedings to the T41ukdari Settlement Officer who was 
invested with the powers of the Collector under the said section. 

In the year 1905 the Gnjai4t Tdlukdar’s Act (Bom. Act VI 
of 1888) was amended by Act IT of 1905. Under the powers 
conferred by section 29 B, which was added by the amending 
Act, the Talukd4ri Settlement Officer published notices in 
September 1905 calling upon the creditors of the Bhatkonda 
estate to submit their claims to him, (as he had already taken up 
tW management of the whole of the Tdlukdari estate by a 
p|te*\d<>ps notification), within the six months prescribed by the 
^ the month of January 1907 and before the expiration 
f^o“ii'^®<3ateof the notification the 
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judgment-debtor Tbakore Hiraji Dolatsang and Ms son Rajaji 
Hiraji died leaving them surviving Bai Eajba, widow o£ Rajaji 
and daughter-in-law of Hiraji. In the meanwhile, that is, 
between the date of the notification and the death of the 
judgment-debtor, the judgment-creditor had presented two 
applications to the Court for the execution of the decree and 
those applications were forwarded by the Court to the T^lukddri 
Settlement Officer with its endorsement that the execution should 
proceed. 

On the 3rd July 1907 the judgment-creditor applied to the 
Court that Bai Rajba was the legal representative of the deceased 
judgment-debtor and prayed that the execution proceedings be 
carried on against her. The Court forwarded this application 
also to the Talukd^ri Settlement Officer who filed it along with 
the papers relating to the execution of the decree in his office. 

On the 5th July 1907 the judgment-creditor, in compliance 
with the notices published by the Td.lukddri Settlement Officer 
under section 29B of the Gujarat Talukddr's Act (Bom. Act VI 
of 1888), submitted his claim to that officer and applied that it 
may be registered under the section. But the Talukd4ri Settle- 
ment Officer on the next day rejected the application on the 
ground that it could not be registered as it was not made within 
six months of the publication of the notices, and along with the 
application sent back the whole record of the execution 
proceedings to the Subordinate Judge. 

Being dissatisfied with the order of the T41ukd4ri Settlement 
Officer, the judgment-creditor urged objections against it before 
the Subordinate Judge who dismissed the application for execution 
on the grounds that the legal representative of the deceased 
judgment-debtor could not be brought on the record of the 
existing proceedings and that the application could not be 
continued as ‘a certificate under section 29E was not produced by 
the judgment-creditor. The following are extracts from the 
Subordinate Judge’s judgment : ~ 

Now the first point is whether the legal representative of the deceased 
judgment-debtor Hiraji can be brought on the record in this execution matter. 
J. 1). E. 18 Bom. 2§4 shows that sections 8dl to 372, Civil Procedure Code, do 
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uot relate to proceedings in execution between the Judgment-creditor and 
Jud^ent-debtor and that the course open to the judgment-creditor is by way of 
application to execute the decree against the legal representative of the deceased 
as provided for by section 324 of the Civil Procedure Code. Thus the legal 
repiesentative of the deceased Hiraji cannot be brought on the reeoid in his 
darkhast matter and the darkhast cannot proceed, there being no one on the 
recoid to represent the deceased’s estate The next question is regard®- the 
certificate. Section 29B of Act VI of 1888 provides :-(]) On tho publicahon of 
a notice under section 29B, sub-seotion (1) no pioeeeding in execution of any 
eoree against the tdliikdar whose estate is taken under management or his 
property shaU be instituted or continued until the decree-holder files a certificate 
from the managing officer, that the decree claim has been dnlv submitted or 
until the expiration of one month from the date of receipt by the mauagin- 
officer of a written application for such ceiiificate accompanied hj a certified 
c^y of the decree, &c Thus the production of certificate from the managing 
oftcer IS necessary for eontinii mce of the darkha&t. 


management 

of the T^nkddri Settlement Officer and that he had not submitted his claim 
within SIX months of the publication of the notice. The oeitificate sent by this 
Court when the executive matter was transferred to the CoUeotcr cannot be 

meaning of section 29B 

Ai pending of the execution -matter before the T«nk- 

ddn Setttement Officer also cannot form any exonse for not submitting the 
claim. The ckim is required to be submitted to the Manager and not to'fe 

3 "f*^« CoUector executing the decree Thus the pending of the darkhast 

Wore the Tdlukddn Settlement Officer cannot excuse the plaintiff and the 
darkhast cannot be continued without the managing officer’s certificate. The 
managing officer did not allow the plaintiff’s claim to be submitted after the 
expiration of six months. Under section 29B (2) of the Tdlnkddri Act no suit 

or proceeding is instituted by the plaintiff in respect of the claim not allowed 

to be submitted by the managing officer and I do not think I am justified in 

inability of the plaintiff to comply with the 

The judgment-creditor appealed. 

Z. A. 8lal for the appellant (judg-ment-creditor).— The 
Subordinate Judge has held that as the judgment-debtor died 
;,,^ter the application for execution was presented and proceedings 
P^^eoi^onhaa commenced, the proceedings could not be 

representative relying on the ruling 
V. Kmimehand^h But the .effect of that ruling 

a 

i , . W (1^3) 18 Bom. 224, 
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has been misunderstood. The proceedings can he continued 
against the legal representative and the name of the legal 
lepresentativo is not required by law to be brought on the record* 
Sections S6I to S72 have been held not to apply to execution 
proceedings. Section 2S4 of the Civil Procedure Code gives the 
right to continue the proceedings against the legal representative : 
Jllraekand Harjimnclas v. llmtuTchmd Xasldas^'^^j Jeshan^ar v. 
Pandj/a FuUa^^K 

After the execution proceedings were transferred to the 
T^lukd^tri Settlement Officer under section 320 of the Civil 
Piocedure Oode^ the Gujardt Talukdar^s Act was amended in 
1905 by Act II of 1905, so that when sections 29A to 29E added 
by the amending Act, came into force, the proceedings were 
pending before him and he had notice of our claim ; so, no 
further submission was necessary. We further rely on two 
applications*made by us to the First Class Subordinate Judge 
which were duly forwarded by him to the Tilukdiri Settlement 
Officer before the expiry of the six months from the date of the 
notifications. On coining to know of the notifications wo made 
an application as required by section 29B but the Settlement 
Officer rejected it as beyond time. An issue was raised in the 
lower Court as to whether there was sufficient excuse for the 
delay, but no finding was recorded on the issue. We submit that 
our claim was already before the Talukddri Settlement Officer by 
I’eason of the execution proceedings pending before him at the 
date of the notifications and the two applications mentioned 
above were a sufficient compliance with requirements of section 
29B. That section does not require the submission to be made 
in any particular form. 

In the present case the Talukd^iri Settlement Officer was himself 
the Managing Officer referred to in section 29B* Even as 
Tdlukddri Settlement Officer ho had to manage the estate and ha 
had already taken up the management. Though the designations 
are different, the two capacities were merged in the same indivi- 
dual and our claim was lying before him either as Managing 


(1) (1893) 18 Bom. 224 (3) (1930) S Bom. L. B. 887. 
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Officer or Tffiukddri Settlement Officer. We rely on JPunhoUad 

V. 

Ooyaji with B. W. Besai for the respondent (legal repre-^ 
sentative of the deceased judgment-debtor). — Section 234 oi - 
the Civil Procedure Code under which the case was decided 
contemplates a fresh application to be made by the judgment- 
creditor when the judgment-debtor is dead and the decree is 
sought to be executed against his legal representative. No such 
application was made in the present case. The judgment- 
creditor sought to continue the same proceeding against the legal - 
representative by having recourse to the provisions of sections 
861 and 372 of the Civil Procedure Code. This could not be 
allowed. The ruling in Hirachand Marjmndas v. Kasiurc/iaud 
ZasjVZas® shows that those two sections do not relate to 
proceedings in execution. The language of section 284 shows 
that the application must be made to the Court which passed the 
decree and not to the Court executing the decree. The ruling in 
Beshanhar v. Bandy a Fnlia^^'^ has reference to a judgment-creditor 
and not to a judgment-debtor. 

It was argued that as the proceedings were already pending- 
before the Talukd^ri Settlement Officer, no further submisisioui 
was necessary. This argument is based upon an assumptrom 
that when the amending Act was passed or when the notification^ 
were issued the proceedings w'ere lying before the Talukdari 
Settlement Officer. About that time all the papers in the case 
were cither in the Courts at Ahmedabad or in the High Court 
in connection with the litigation relating to the yumtum of the 
judgment-debtor’s share. The two applications relied on were 
made after the notice was issued under section 29B, so they 
cannot affect the case. 

It is only an accident that the Tdlukdffi-i Settlement Offlecf 
happened to be the Managing Officer. Under section 280 of the 
Cjvjl Procedure Code several matters are sent to the Tdlukd^rs 
Settlem^nl; Ofcer for execution. The duty of the Managing 
Officer i| ^ brapgij gf the u ork of the Settlement Officer. It 

# (1900) 3S Bom, 443, (23 (isgs) 224. 
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Scott, C. J* The appellant ap|>lied to the First Class Sub- 
ordinate Judge for the disposal of an application for execution of 
a decree obtained by him so long ago as the 26th of August 1895. 
The application for execution was made on the 26th of June 1896. 
The mode in which the assistance of the Court was sought was by 
sale of the right title and interest of the mortgagor in the mort- 
gaged property which was the subject of the suit. On the 8th 
of July 1896 an order for sale having been passed the proceed- 
ings were transferred to the Collector for execution under 
»section 320 of the Code and by him to the Talukdari Settlement 
OflScer upon whom the powers of the Collector under that 
section had been conferred. The judgment- debtor was a Taluk- 
dar having a small share in a Talukdari estate, and it was in 
order to have that share realised by sale that the application 
had been made for execution, 

i In the month of September 1905, under the provisions of the 
Gujarat Talukdars Act (Bombay Act VI of 1888), section 29B, a 
: Notification was issued stating that the whole of the Talukdari 
I estate had been taken into the, management of the Talukdari 
I Settlement Officer and that persons having claims upon Talukdars 
I for their property should submit the same in writing to the 
I Talukdari Settlement Officer. Previous to the date of that Noti- 
I fication the Talukdari Settlement Officer had taken the estate into 
pis management under the provisions of section 28 (2) of the Act. 
iBefore six months had expired from the date of the Notification 
||inder section 29B, the judgment-debtor died. The date of his 


cannot be expected that whenever proceedings are sent to him 
under the Civil Procedure Code, he should at once make inquiries 
and find out whether such proceedings refer to any managed 
estates and see whether they amount to notice. 

Under section 29 E the execution proceedings can neither be 
commenced or continued without a certificate from the Managing 
Officer. If any proceeding is sent to him under section 320 
of the Civil Procedure Code, he would return it to the Court and 
the decree-holder must produce a certificate. In the absence of 
such certificate, the execution cannot even continue, 

S/iaA in reply. 
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death was 21st January 1907. Between the date of the 
Notification and the date of the death of the judgment-debtor 
two applications were made to the Court by the judgment-creditor 
that the execution of the decree might bo carried out, and those 
applications were forwarded by the Court to the TaluHari 
Settlement OflScer with endorsements directing that the c^^ecution 
should proceed. 

On the ord of July 1907, the plaintiff applied to the Court 
stating that the present respondent was the legal representative of 
the deceased judgment-debtor and piaying that execution might 
be proceeded with against her. That application was forwaided 
by the Court to the Talukdari Settlement Officer and was filed by 
him in the file of documents relating fco the execution oi the 
decree in his office. 


On the 5lh of July 1907 the plaintiff applied to the Talukdaii 
Settlement Officer to have the claim registered under section 
29B of the Act, but the Talukdari Settlement Officer replied the 
following day that the claim could not be registered as it was 
not made within six months of the publication of the notice 
under section 29B. Having come to this conclusion that 
Officer returned the whole of the documents filed by him to the 
Subordinate Judge stating that under the provisions of section 
29B the claim of the judgment-creditor must be deemed to have 
been satisfied, and that therefore nothing more could bo done 
under the execution proceeding. 

The plaintiff objecting to that decision of the Talukdari Settle- 
ment Officer complained to the Subordinate Judge. 

The Subordinate Judge has held that the plaintiff cannot 
succeed in his application for two reasons ; first, because, the 
application cannot be proceeded with as the judgment debtor 
dead : and secondly, because, no certificate under section 29E of 
il|e Talufcdars Act has been filed. 

the first point, the conclusion arrived at by the 
Judge is stated by him to be based upon the 
ilie ciise of Sarjwmdm v. KmtunMni 

is teamiaed it wni be found that it is 
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no Authoiity for tlio conclusion arrived at by the learned Judge. 
It decides that sections 861 to 872, Civil Procedure Code, do not 
1 elate to proceedings in eveeution, and that therefore it is not 
necessary that the records of the suit should bo amended on the 
death of the defendant after decree, but it also shows that where 
the judgment-debtor dies after decree the proper course is to 
apply under section 23 1 to the Court which passed the decree for 
liberty to continue the ei.ecution proceedings against the legal 
ropiesentativ e of the judgment-debtor. This is exactly the course 
which had been followed by the plaintiff in the present case by 
his application of the 3id July 1907. 

No authority has been cited to us in support of tlie contention 
that execution proceedings already commenced cannot be con- 
tinued after the death of the judgment-debtor by substitution of 
the name of the legal representative in place of that of the 
judgment-debtor in the application for execution. 

AVe think therefore that there is no objection to the continuance 
of the execution proceeding against the present respondent 
without fresh application under section 285. 

The second point upon which the Subordinate Judge came to a 
decision adverse to the appellant is the point based upon the 
fact that no certificate of the managing officer such as is 
contemplated under section 29E of the Talukdar’s Act has been 
filed in the Court. 

This section provides that before execution can be proceeded 
with, one of two things must have happened ; either a certificate 
from the managing officer that the claim has been duly submitted 
must be filed, or one month must have elapsed from the date of 
receipt by the managing officer of the written application for 
such certificate accompanied by a certified copy of the decree. 

One of the points which was made on behalf of the respondent 
in supporting the judgment of; the lower Court was that the 
managing officer mentioned jn section 29E is a different officer 
from the Talukdari Settlement Officer who has the charge of the 
proceedings in execution and therefore a claim which came to his 
knowledge as the officer charged with the execution^of the decree 
would not be within his knowledge as managing er. The 
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managing olleei is ho-v^cver niciely a compenilious tcriii used 
iu the Act for Talukdari Settlement Officer or any other 
officer appointed by Government to take charge of the Talukdar’s 
estate and keep the same in his management referred to in 
section 28 of the Act, and wheie the officer who takes charge of 
the estate and keeps the same in his management is the Talukdari 
Settlement Officer, the managing officer^'’ is merely a synonym 
for Talukdari Settlement Officer/^ 

It was next contended on behalf of the I’espondent that section 
2911 gives to the officer, whether he ho the managing officer, as 
distinct from the Talukdari Settlement Officei, or to the Talukdari 
Settlement Officer, the sole light of deciding rvhether or not a 
claim has been duly submitted in replj to a notice issued under 
section 29B. 


As the result of the non-submission of the claim would bo a 
statutoiy discharge under section 29B (3) of the claim of the 
decree-holder, if such a power were put into the hands of the 
officer whose duty it is to manage the estate and free it from its 
liabilities, it would have the effect of making that officer a judge 
m his own cause. This is a result which can hardly have been 
intended by the legislature, and we think, thei’efoie, that section 
29E must mean that before execution of a decree can be proceeded 
with the Court must be satisfied that the decrec-claiui has been 
duly submitted. If the officer certifies that it has been duly 
submitted there i*^ an end of the matter. If, however, he does 
not certify that it has been duly submitted the Court must v ait 
for one month from the date of the receipt by the officer of an 
application for a certificate, and upon being satisfied that a claim 
has been duly submitted in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 29B, it may then proceed with the execution. The 
section cannot mean that a decree-holder without making any 
attempt to submit a claim may apply to the managing officer for 
^ (Jertifloate that he has submitted a claim and after waiting a 
in^y go to Court and demand execution of his decree. 
iiliekmst^COT put upon the section is one which 

l^tti^butfs to the legislature both fairness and common sense. 

^^xt question Which we will consider is,, whether in the 
a cMm has been submitted to the Talukdari 
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Settlement OfBcer in accordance with the provisions of sectioit 
p9B* That section provides that the officer may call upon persona 
having claims to submit the same in writing to him within six. 
months from the date of the publication of notice. The group 
of sections to which it belongs provides machinery for the 
ascertainment of the liabilities of Talukdais who'^e estates aie 
taken under management. 

It is not contendt.d that the officer has issued any requisition 
under section 290^ therefore all that the plaintiff must show is 
that he has within six months submitted his claim in wiiting* 

Now we know that the plaintiff^s claim for execution of the 
decree has actually been before the Talukdari Settlement Officer 
from the month of July 1896, that is to say, for a period of 13 
years, and we know that two written applications were made by 
the plaintifi within six months of the date of the issue of the 
Notification under section 29B, and were in the ordinary course 
of execution proceedings forwarded by the Subordinate Judge to 
the Talukdari Settlement Officer* It is contended on behalf of 
the plaintiff that either of those applications is a wiittou uotice of 
the claim. 

No form of Notification of claim is prescribed by the Act^ and 
as the only object aimed at by the legislature is that the officer 
should be informed of claim against the estate, there is no reason 
why any written notice of claim, which is submitted to the 
managing officer should not be held to comply with the require- 
ments of the section. 

In our opinion the applications, dated the 6th October 1906 
and the 22nd of December 1906, are sufficient notices in writing 
of the plaintiff's claim* 

The plaintiff, although be has thus satisfied us that he has 
submitted notice in wilting of his claim in compliance with the 
provisions of section 29B, has not been able to show us that he 
has obtained a certificate from the officer or has applied for one 
more than a month before the date of his application to the 
Court. AVe think that \^e ought to give him an opportunity, 
now, of applying for a certificate from the managing officer, and 
we think that having satisfied us that a claim has been made 
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under section 29B, he will be entitled to receive a certificate 
from that oflieer. If, however, he does not receive it we direct 
the Suboi'dinate Judge, after the expiry of one month from tlie 
date of the application for certificate, to proceed with the execution 
of the decree. 

We reverse the order of the lower Court and send back the ease 
for disposal in accordance with this judgment. 

We thifik there ought to be no costs of this appeal as the 
appellant has not produced the certificate and the respondent 
has failed in his contentions. 

The other costs will be costs in the execution. 

Order reversed. 

G, B. E. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr. Justice Clumdamrhm- ami Mr. Justice Eeaton. 

1909. CHITACt.4.NLAL BHAGWANDA8 (oeigiital Opponent No, 2), Appeeeant, 
Sepiemler 14, PkANJIVAN SHIVLAL and othees (original Petitionees and 

- HEIRS OE ORiaiifAIi PlAINTIEP), EeSPONDENTS.^'* 

THE COLLEGTOE Of SUEAT (oiiiaiNAL Oppokent 'No, l), Appellant, v, 
PEANJIYANDAS BniYLA.L and others (oeiginal Petition e.rs\ 
Eespondents.* 

JPtnstons Act iXXIlIqf 1871), sections 6, S, 11—Toda ffiras allowame— 
Furchase of the rights to receive allowance at a Cotwt sale— The allovtmet 
entered in the name of the punhaser-ApplicaHon ly heirs of ih.e purchaser 
to receive arrears of allowance— Ocriificate of Collector. 

It was directed by a decree that the purchaser at a Court sale of a Toda 
CGras allowance should recover from the Collector the amount due for arreav.s 
of the allowance from the date of his purchase. An application to execute 
this decree was made in 1864, in consequence of which the decree-holder’s 
name was entered in -the Collector’s books as the person entitled to the allowl 
ance m quescion, and the arrears up to 1864 W'ere paid. In 1903, the decree- 
holder’s heirs applied to the Court to recover the arrears of aUowance that 
^ had remained unpaid since 1896. The Colleetor contended tliat the appli. 
Mtion could not be entertained in the absence of a eertificato from the 
, C olleotor under the prowsion.s of section 6 of the Pensions Act, 1871. 

; * Joint Appeals Nos. 70 and 107 of 1806. 
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Mdd, overruling the contention, that the power of the Collector under the 
Act had been exhausted and there was no diseretioii for that oificer to exercise 
either under the Act or the rules, so far as the applicant’s right to recover the 
arrears that had beco3Q[i0 due in the life-time of the last holder, was concerned, 

Eddj further, that if those amounts remained unpaid, the Collector held 
them for and on behalf of the last holder, as moneys due to him, and as 
moneys therefore recoverable on his death by his heirs independently of any 
"question which might arise under the Pensions Act 1871, or the rules framed 
thereunder. 

Appeal from the decision of Dayaram Gidumal, District 
' Judge of Sui'at. 

Esecution proceedings. 

The decree sought to be executed was passed on the 22nd 
February 1860 by the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 
The judgment is reported in 8 Moore’s I. A., p. 1. 

A money decree was passed against one Utodia Bharmalsingji 
Kooversingjee, who was entitled to two annual Toda (liras 
allowances. In execution of this decree the allowances were 
put up to sale at a Court auction and purchased by Shambhulal 
Girdharlal on the 24th December 18?9. Under the deeds of sale, 
the purchaser was to receive every year the amounts of the said 
Giras from the Government Treasury and no one was to object 
thereto. 

Shambhulal Girdharlal then tried to get the payments made to 
himself, but failed. Eventually he filed a suit in 1843 against 
the Collector of Surat, whereby he prayed {^nier alia) that the 
Collector might be ordered to enter the said Giras allowance in 
the plaintiff’s name and pay over to him the arrears thereof. 
The case was finally decided in the Privy Council. The decree 
directed, among other things, that— . 

“ All the moneys -wMoli have been paid into the Zillah Court of Surat, or 
the Sadder Deuraneo Adalat by the respondent, the Collector of Surat, or by 
the Covemment on his behalf on account of the Uoda Oiras payable from 
Purgnnna Olpad, together with all accumulations thereof ought to be paid 
or transferred to the appellant and in case no such payments sba.l1 have been 
made into the Zillah Court of Surat or the Suddei Devranee Adalat on such 
account, then that the OoUeotor of Surat ought to be ordered to pay forth- 
vrith to the said '.appellant the amount dhe for arrears of the said Toda Giras 
, , W 16 — 
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from the timo of the purohase thereof by him, together with simple interest 
thereon aaoording to the usual rate allowed by the said Court." 

Shambhulal having died, his son Lalbhai, the manager of his 
firm, applied in 1864 to recover the arrears of the Toda Giras 
allowance. The arrears up to 1864 were paid to him and LalbhaPs 
name was entered as the person entitled to the Toda Giras. 

To recover further arrears, Lalbhai applied again and 
recovered them, up to 1895. 

Lalbhai died in 1895. At his death, the Collector entered the 
name of his son Bhagwandas; but the latter also died and 
further arrears remained unpaid. 

In 1903, the surviving members of ShambulaFs firm applied 
to the Court to recover the arrears of the allowance from 1896 
to 1902, They also prayed that their names should be entered as 
the persons entitled to the allowance. 

This application was resisted by the Collector of Surat who 
contended inter alia that the applicants were not entitled to prefer 
the application in the absence of a certificate under the Pensions 
Act 1871. 

The District Judge overruled the contentions set up by the 
Collector and ordered payment into Court as follows 

(1) of Es. 2,429 plus | of 791-3-10 (arrears of the allowance 
from 1898—1902) j 

(2) of the amounts due for the Hak after 1902 with interest 
up to the date of the order ; and 

(3) of the amounts that might become annually payable after 

the date of the order. ^ ^ 

The opponents appealed to the High Court. 

Copponeiit^^*’' Acting Government Pleader, for the appellants 

Branson (with if, N. Mehta) for the respondents (applicants). ' 

Ohasdavakkae, J, — The first point argued in support of these 
appeals is that the order of the District Judge, directing the 
Collector to pay the amount mentioned in the ia/rhhast 
Court is not sustainable, having regard to the Pensions Act and 
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the rules framed under it. This argument rests upon a misappre- 
hension of the nature of the liability of the Collector^ which is 
in dispute, and of the payment into Court which he has been 
directed to make. It is admitted before us, and, indeed, the Court 
below has found upon unchallenged evidence, that the amount, 
which is named by the applicants in the present cUrhhaM, had 
become payable to the deceased Bhagvandas during his life-time, 
because he had been recognized as holder of the Hak by the 
Collector under the Pensions Act. The power’ of the Collector 
under the rules framed under the Act had been exhausted, and 
there was no discretion for that officer to exercise, either under 
the Act or the rules, so far as Bhagvandas^ right to receive the 
allowance for the years in dispute was concerned. If the amounts 
somehow remained unpaid, the Collector held them for him and 
on his behalf, as monies due to him, and as monies therefore 
recoverable on his death by his heirs, independently of any 
question arising under the Pensions Act or the rules under it. 

The District Judge has gone beyond the darJchast in making 
an order in his decree as regards the amounts that may become 
annually payable after the date of his order. The question was 
not raised, and indeed could not be raised, by the present clar- 
hhast, with reference to these amounts. They stand upon a 
footing different from that of the arrears claimed in the darichast. 
Presumably and indeed probably these amounts payable in future 
would be recoverable on Bhagvandas^ death by the person recognis- 
ed by the Collector according to law. Whether that is so or not 
W’e do not decide, but that is a question which cannot be decided 
unless it arises actually for adjudication. This direction in the 
decree ought to be struck out. 

The order as to interest cannot be interfered with, because there 
can be no doubt that the amount was wrongly withheld. As to 
the rate of interest, that is entirely a matter of discretion. 

The learned Government Pleader also addressed us on a ques- 
tion as regards the rights of the co-sharers mfer se with reference 
to the amount which the District Judge has directed to be paid 
into Court. The District Judge has merely directed the payment 
qI the arqount into Court without deciding the rights of the 
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claimants and their cosharers inter se. The question as to what 
IS to become of that amount after payment into Court has been 
made, that is, to what particular person it is to be paid, has yet 
to be decided. Therefore we say nothing upon that point. The 
decree will be modified by striking out the portion relating to 
amounts that may become annually payable. In other respects it 
is confirmed. Each party will bear his own costs of this appeal. 
The same order governs First Appeal No. 107 of 1906. 

Decree modified* 

B. B. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Ee/ore BirBadl SmU, Kt., Chief Justice, ami Mr. Justice Batchelor. 

(oBiomAi. Defea'^nt), Appeliaut, EAMA 
UilONDI (origikah Plaintiff), Ebspondent.* 

Clause (.?) ( 1 ) -Smt by rmrtgagor for account-Apylication for redemption 

decree tnaj>ped.-Bedemption decree passed by Comt in appeal-Dccree 
in the suit--Interj9retat{on> 

by a mortgagor under the provisions of 
the DekkhanAgnenlturiste’ Belief Act (XVII of 1879) the Court foniid that a 


^ Second Appeal Ko. 38 of 1909. 

rxJif Agrioultariets’ Relief Ac 

(AVll of 1879) run as follow 

^culturht whose property is mortgaged may sue fora> 
account of the amount of principal and interest remaining unpaid on the mortgage 
and for a decree declaring that amount. ” 

beir“7T^ !f “ (if any) remaining nnpaidshal 

be ^tcinnned uuder the same mles as would be applicable under this Act if th< 
moitgagee had sued for the recovery of the debt. 

i“‘b««uitissigned,theplaintiamayapplytc 
JtewLld^h'”‘'l of tbe mortgage, or the mort^ee. 

C(^ I A may apply to the 

■ decree mS T*^ for foreolotnre or sale (as tbe case may be), instead of a 

a.0— ™,,m. 
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sum of Es. 100 was due by tbe plaiiitifE to tlie defendant, Tke defendant 
appealed. The appellate Court, on the plauitifTs application tliat liis suit 
should be treated as one for redemption, passed a decree for redemption on 
payment of Es. 49-2-0 by the to the defendant. 

The defendant preferred a second appeal contending that the words the 
decree in the suit ’’ in section 15D, clause (3) of the Act meant decree in the 
original Court and not of the Court of Appeal. 

Held, dismissing the second appeal, that when the decree of the lower 
Court is reversed or varied in appeal, the decree of the appellate 
Court becomes the decree in the suit whicli is to be executed in execution 
proceedings. 

Second appeal from the decision of Gulabdas Laldas, First 
Class Subordinate Judge of Nasik with appellate powers, 
varying the decree passed by V. D. Joglekar, Subordinate Judge 
of Pimpalgaum. 

The plaintiff sued under the pi’c visions of section 15D of 
the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Kelief Act (XVII of 1879) for an 
account of the amount due on a registered mortgage bond for 
Rs. 160, dated the 3rd April 1897. 

The defence was that the profits of the land were not suffi- 
cient to cover even the interest due on the principal. 

The Subordinate Judge took the account and found that 
Rs. 100 were due by the plaintiff to the defendant under the 
mortgage. He, therefore, made a declaration accordingly. 

The defendant appealed and at the hearing of the appeal, the 
plaintiff (the present respondent) applied to the Court that his 
suit should be treated as one for redemption and a decree should 
be passed for the redemption of the mortgaged property. The 
appellate Court granted the application and passed a decree in 
the following terms 

The decree of the Lower Court is Vtaried and it is hereby directed that the 
plaintiff do pay to the defendant Es. 49-2-0 (forty-nine rupees and two annas) 
and bis costs in both the Courts on 12tb April 1909 and the defendant do 
deliver possession of the plaint lands to the plaintiff on the date aforesaid, free 
from all incumbrances, that the defendant do deliver such documents as he 
may have relating to the lands, that in default of the plaintiff making the 
payment on the due date, the defendant may apply for a proper order under 
paragraph 2 of section 15B of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act, that 
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the &tim of Es. 49-2 0 shall bear iiiteicst at 12 pei ceut fiom ISth Apiil 1909 
till satisfaction and the defendant shall be liable to render accounts of the 
profits, Ac , till delivery of possession. The plaintiff (lespondent) bears his costs 
throughout 

Defendant prefened a second appeal. 

R. R Resai for the appellant (defendant) : — This was 
originally a suit for account under section 15D, clause (1) of 
the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Relief Act and the amount due 
under the account was declared by the first Couit in its decree. 
The plaintiff was satisfied with that decree and he did not 
appeal against it, nor did he present an application to the first 
Court under section 15D, clause (3) of the Act. The words 
in the clause are specific — “ before the decree in the suit is 
signed ” which cannot mean a decree in appeal. 

[Batchelob, J. : — What benefit is there to the defendant 
whether the decree for redemption is passed in the piesent suit 
or in some other suit ?] 

Under the Act the defendant is not liable for the surplus 
profits and if he continues in possession until the result of a 
separate suit he will be benefitted to the extent of the profits 
which he will get till then. We want to take advantage of 
this peculiarity though it may be apparently unfair. 

M. R, Bodas for the respondent (plaintiff) : — The words 
"the decree in the suit” in clause 3 of section ]5Dof the 
Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Relief Act do include the decree of 
the appellate Court because an appeal is a continuation of the 
suit. Those words mean any final decree whether of the first 
Court or of the appellate Court. 

Scott, C. J. : The only point which we are called upon to 
decide in this appeal is whether the learned Judge of the 
appellate Court was right in passing a redemption decree for 

pe plaintiff on his application when the case came before him 
in appeal. 

lull ffi argued on behalf of the appellant that the words of 
15D, clause (3) of the Dekkhan Agricnlttrrists’ Relief 
,#t;jaf6 only susceptible of the interpretation which he con- 
^tends for, namely, that “the decree in the suit” means the 



VOh. XXXIT.] 


BOMBAY SERIES. 


161 


decree of the original Court and not of the Court of appeal. 
It would follow that if the Court of appeal reversed the decree 
of the lower Court and passed an entirely new decree it would 
not be the decree in the suit though it would be the only 
existing decree capable of execution. If the words had been 

a decree ” there would have been more force in the argument. 
When the decree of the lower Court is reversed in appeal, or 
varied in appeal, the decree of the lower appellate Court becomes 
the decree in the suit which is to be executed in execution proceed- 
ings. We, therefore, think that the learned Judge of the 
lower Court acted within his powers in granting the application 
of the plaintiff for a decree for redemption. 

We dismiss the appeal with costs. 


im 
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Appeal dismissed* 

a. B. B. 
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Before Sir Bmil ScoU, Kt , Chief JustiCBi and Mr* Justice Bateltelor, 

SHAI^KAR RAMKRISHNA CHOLKAE (obioixal Plaixtifp), Appellant, 

ICRISHNAJI GANESH BADE anb othebs (obigibal Defenbaxts), se^emler & 

BbSPOKBEXTS 


BeMhan Ag^icult units' Belief Act {XVII of 18 1 9), section % clause 20 ) — 
Amending Act {X XIII of 1881) — EatnCtgin Buhict— Mortgage of 1881 — 
S mtfoi account — Agi icultm %sU 

The plaintiff whose land and lesidence was in Ratnagni Distiict executed a 
mortgage in the yeai 1881 The Dekkhan Agi iculturists* Relief Act (XYII 

* First Appeal Ro. 306 of 1908 

(1) Seotioa 2, clause 2 of tho Delhhaii Agriculturists’ Relief Act {XVII of 1879) 
tuns as follows — 

2« In construing this Act, unless there is something repugnant m the subject or 
the following xules shall he observed namely i 

m % m m ^ 

Beeoni^'^In. Chapters II, III, IV and VI, and m section 69, the term Agncub 
turist/^ when used with reference to any suit or proceeding, shall include a person, 
who, when any pait of the liability which forms the subject of that suit orpioceed- 
ing was incurred, was an agriculturist within the meaning of that word as then 
defined by law. 


I 
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of 1879) wbioli extended to the districts of Poona, Bholdpur anti 

Aknednagar, was not applicable to the Batnigiri District in the year 1881. 
In the year 1896 the pJaintifiE brought a suit for an account of what was tine 
on the mortgage under the provisions of section 15 (D) of the Act (XVII 
of 1879) and contended that he was an agriculturist in 1881, that is/ when 
the liability under the mortgage was incurred. 

Meld that the plaintiff could not sue under section 15D of the Act (XTII of 
lvB79) as he was not an agricultuiist within the meaning of the Anieiiding Act 
(XXIII of 1881). 

The expression then defined by law in section 2, clause 2 of the Act (XYII 
of 1879) relates to the time when any part of the liability was incurred. 


First appeal from the decision of V. N. Rahuikar, First Class 
Subordinate Judge of Ratn^igiri; in Suit No. 108 of 1906. 

The plaintiff, who alleged himself to be an agriculturist within 
the meaning o! section 2^ clause 2 of the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ 
Relief Act (XVII of 1879), brought the present suit under 
section 15D of the Act for an account of seven mortgages 
ranging from the year 1835 to 1881, The first six mortgages 
were passed by the ancestors of the plaintiff and the seventh 
was passed by the plaintiff himself on the 4th November 1881, 
The plaintiff alleged that he was an agriculturist both when he 
executed the last mortgage and when the suit was instituted in 
1906. 

The defendants* creditors denied the plaintiff’s status as an 
agriculturist, 


The Subordinate Judge found that the plaintiff was not an 
agriculturist either at the time of the suit or at the time when 
the liability was incurred within the meaning of section 2 of 
the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief Act (XVII of 1879). He, 
therefore, dismissed the suit as the same could not be entertained 
under section 15D of the Act. The following were his 
reasons ; — 


In determining the status the incciae of the family must be taken into con- 
The non-agricultiiral income derived by the family is Es. 710 a 
the agucultnral income is Bs 165. The principal source of livelihood 

^ 0! the suit was evidently other than agriculture. Plaintiff wm iiot 
at the institution of the suit. It is contended that the plaintiff 
% of section 2 of the Dekkhan Agriculturists* Beliol . 
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Aofc and was an agricTiitnrisfc at the time when the liahilitj was incurred, i# e ^ 
at the time of tlf^mortgage of the 4tii hTovember 1881. 

. tThesnit for account under section I5l) fails under Chapter III. It is one 
of the suits referred to in clause 2 of section 2. The term agriculturist when 
used with reference to such a suit includes a person, who, when any part of 
the liability, which forms the subject of the suit, was incurred, was an agricul- 
turist ^ithin the meaning of that word (XB theti dcfned hy lato. 

The teim ^j^grioultunSt ’ has undergone seveial changes. It was by Act 
XXII of 1882 that the person, who was an egricultiuist at the time when the 
liability was incurred, was included in the term ‘agricultuiist The person 
had to estabhsh his status of an agriculturhl; as defined hy that Act. If a 
person iitcuried a liability in 188d he had to pro^e that he came within the defini- 
tion given in the Act of 1882 To avoid the inconvenience and hardship the 
present woxding was introduced in 1895 hy Act VI of 1895. The words 
within the meaning of that woid as then defined by law were substituted 
for the words “ as defined in the first role I bus if a liability was incurred in 
1880 the status in 1880 could be established according to the definition given in 
the Bekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act in force in that year and not in the 
} ear of suit. 

From the history of the use of the words ** as then defined* by law ** at the 
end of clause 2 it is evident that by ‘law ’ meant theJDekkhan Agrieultuiists’ 
Belief Act and not any other Act 

Qn the date of the mortgage of 1881 the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act 
as amended by Act XXIII of 1881 was in force in the four di&tiicts of Poona, 
Sitdia, Sholdpur and Nagar. An agriculturist within the meaning of that Act 
must have earned his livelihood by agriculture earned on -within the limits of the 
said four districts. PlaintifF did not carry on agricuituro in any one of the said 
four districts- He cannot therefore come in under clause 2 of section 2 of the 
Dekkhan Agricnlourists^ Belief Act. The lesult of this construetio i is that 
a person residing outside the four said distiicts and wishing to come in under 
clause 2 must have incurred the liability subsequently to the extension of 
the Dekkhan Agiiculturists’ Belief Act to his distxict* Plaintiff carried on 
agricuituro in Pvatnigira District to which a xiart of the Act was extended in, 
1905. He cannot come under clause 2 and consequently was not an agriculturist 
jit the time when the liability was incurred within the meaning of section 2. 

The plaintiff appealed. 

D, A. Kkare for the appellant (plainti^. — The lower Court 
erred in holding that we are not agriculturist. We are agricul- 
turist now. Cur income from agriculture exceeds our income 
derived from other sources. We were agriculturist when the 
morigage of 1881 was executed. No doubt when the mortgage 
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liability was ineurted the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief 
Act was not in force in the Ratnd.giri District but it is clear 
from the languap of section 1 of the Act that the provi- 
sions of sub-section 2 of clause (b) of section 2 will cover the 
present case. The ruling in MaAadev Nara^an v. Fina^ak 
^ngadhaT(^'> does not apply. That case was from the Poona 
District m which the Act came into force in 1879 and the liability 
was incurred prior to the passing of the Act. 

P. B. SUngne for respondents 1, 3, 7 and 8 (defendants 1, 3, 
7 and 8) ; and 

KB. Bldde for respondents 2, 4, 11 and 13 (defendants 2, 4, 
11 and 13) were not called upon. 


SCOTT^ C. J.:— [His Lordship, after dwelling on another part 
of the case not material to this report, continued ; ] 

It IS said that, at all events, with regard to one of the mort- 
pges in suit, namely, that executed in the year 1881, the plaintiff 
IS entitled to maintain this suit because the second clause of 
section 2 of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act provides 
that the term ^agriculturist’ when used with reference to any 
suit or proceeding, shall include a person who, when any part 
of the liability which forms the subject of that suit or pro- 
ceeding was incurred, was an agriculturist within the meaing 
of that word as then defined by law.” “Then defined by la^^’ 
^tes to the time ' when ’ any part of the liability was incurred: 
We, therefore, have to look to the definition of the word ‘agricul- 
uris in e year 1881, the date of the mortgage in question. 

“Agriculturist” by Act XXIII of 1881 amending the principal 
Act was defined to be « a person who, when or after incurrino- 

V ^ of any proceeding under this Act, by 

himself, his servants or tenants earned or earns his livelihood. 

oily or partially, by agriculture carried on within the limits 
«e ^d dmtricts ’’ In order to ascertain what is meant by 
^s^districts’ we turn to section 1 of the Act which in the 

Pcona, S4Mra,, ShoMpur and Ahmednagar. It follow 

• (1909) SSfiona* 
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that the plaintiff whose land and w'Losfe residence was in 1909. 

Ratndgiri was not an agriculturist within the meaning of Act 

XXIII of 1881 . Kamkeisiina 

' fT, 

lor these reasons we affirm the decree of the lower Court and Kbishuaw 

1 • • O'AifEsa 

dismiss this appeal with costs. Only one set of costs. 

Decree affirmed, 

G. B. R. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Sip IB cisil Seottf iECt,, Ohief tJustioe^ (tnd il4V, tTueiice J^atch&lor* 

PILIJ BIN APPA XALYADE (obiginal Plaintot), Appellant, v. 

BABAJI bin NAEU MANG and another (original Depenoants), i 

■ , Eesponbents.^ ■ 

Si^du JjccW'^A.ltCTicttiOTh hy widoW’^OoTiseiif the hod/y pevepsionepS'^ 

Transfer for legal nscessity-^-Transaction^ fop co9mdepation'-^C4ift-^Partial 

Telinqtdshment hy widow^ 

The general principle which prohibits a Hindu widow*s alienation cf immove- 
able property otherwise than for legal necessity is relaxed in. eases where the 
consent of the whole body of persons constituting the next reversion has been 
obtained. The reason for the relaxation is referred to the principle that the 
consent of the pei*soiis who would be interested in disputing the transfer affords 
good evidence that the transfer was in fact made for justifying cause, that is^ for 
legal necessity. 

Bajrmigi Singh v, Manoharniha JBahlisli Singh^) and Timyah v. Govindi^) 
followed. 

The operation of the principle is ordinarily limited to transfers for considera- 
tion and cannot be extended to voluntary transfers by w’ay of gift where there 
is no room for the theory of legal necessity. It should not be extended to cases 
where the widow has made only a partial relinquishment of the estate. 

Secokd appeal from the decision .of C. Eoper, District Judge ' 

of SMm, confirming the decree of V. V. Tilak, First Glass 
Subordinate Judge of Satfira. 

* Second Appeal No. 1S3 of 1909. 

P) . (1907) 80 All. 1, (S) (1900) 25 Bom. m. 
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One Appa Nalvarle died in the year 1899 leaving him surviving 
two widows Kondai and Chima, and Tann, daughter by Ohima. 
Tann had a son Narayan and a daughter Mukta, la the year 
190S the two widows made a gift of four-fifths of their husband^s 
property to Tanu and retained one-fifth for their maintenance. 
Tanu^s son Narayan consented to the gitt. After the gift Ohima 
died during the same year. In the j ear 1904 Tanu mortgaged 
the property given in gift to her to Babaji bin Naru Mang to 
defray the expenses of legal proceedings instituted by the present 
plaintiff, the son of a separated nephew of Appa^ for obtaining a 
succession certificate on the ground that he was adopted by Appa. 
The widows denied the adoption and the plaintiff^s attempt to 
obtain the succession certificate failed. In October 1904, Kondai, 
the surviving widow, adopted the plaintiff who in June 1907 
instituted the present suit to recover possession of the property, 
the subject of the gift to Tanu. The suit was brought against 
the mortgagee Babaji bin Naru as defendant 1 and against Tanu 
as defendant 2, The plaintiff alleged that he had been in posses- 
sion of the property as owner but that defendant 1 as mortgagee 
of defendant 2 had brought a possessory suit against him and dis- 
possessed him in October 1906, 

Defendant 1 set up his title as mortgagee in possession under 
defendant 2. 

Defendant 2 denied the plaintiff’s title and possession and 
contended that the plaintiS^ adoption was illegal inasmuch as 
Kondai had no authority to adopt. She further asserted her 
ownership nnder the gift by Kondai and Ohima. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the plaintiff was the legally 
adopted son of Appa but he was not entitled to the property. 
The suit was theieforo dismissed on the following grounds : — 

It wiil be obseived that plamtirs adoption took place after the gift to 
de^ndant 2 and after tbe moitgage to defendant 1. Tbe defendant 2 its in 
1 through defendant 1 of the land in dispute if not of any other pro- 

ipMj comprised in the gift and the question is whether plaintiJS is entitled to 
; aside gift. 

' ? [ ^ when adopted by a widow entei^ at once into the full right 

his r%hts cannot relate back to any earlier period, that 
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to say, they do not relate bach to the death of the adoptive father Mayne> 7th 
edition, p. 259, and I. L. E* 5 Bombay 680* 

An adopted son is bound by an alienation made by Ms adoptive mother before 
his adoption with the consent of persons who, at the time of snch alienation, 
weie the ne^t heirs and competent to give validity to the transaction * Mayijic, 
7th edition, pages 260, 857 and 858, 1. L E. 25 Bombay 129, and 9 Bombay Law 
Eeporter, p 1848. 

The alienation m the pieseiit case is a gift made not to a stxanger bnt to a 
daughter, who was Iho next reveisionai} heir, and the consent of the daughter’s 
son was, I think enough, theie being no other memboi of the family likely to be 
interested in disputing the tiansaction. 

On appeal by the plaintiff the Bibtrict Judge confirmed the 
decree observing s — 

The authoiities are, I think, quite cieai and consistent, Mr, Patwardhan 
(plaint iff -appellant’s pleadei) mainly relies on a very recent case lepoited at 
10 Bom* L. E* 1029, but it does not in my opinion avail his client. 

It is not disputed that the gift by plaintiff’s adoptive mother received the 
express oi implied consent of all persons who weie likely to dispute the txans- 
action. The donee was defendant No. 2, the daughter of Appa, to whom plaintiff 
was adopted. 

On the demise of plaintifi’s adoptive mothei, Appa’s estate would in the ordi- 
nary course ha\c devolved absolutely on his daughter. Both the lattei and her 
son have consented to the gift. 

Hence no question of necessity arises. See 9 Bombay L E. 1348. This view 
is consistent with everything laid down in 10 Bombay L.E. 1029. The widow’s 
estate no doubt toiminated on her adopting plaintiff but he is bound by any 
piioi ahenation consented to by tho leversionary heirs of Appa. 

The plaintiff preferred a second appeal. 

P. P. BUde, for the appellant (plaintiff) : — ^The lower Court 
was wrong in relying on Bajrangi Singh v. Manoharniha BakMh 
SingU^K It does not apply, as in that case there was no adopted 
son^s rights to be considered. The daughter's consent to tho 
alienation was useless : Yargivan liangji v. Ghelp GokaldaB^^\ 
The consent of the daughter's son was also useless# He was a 
reversioner but not the only reversioner as in Yinayak v. 


m (1881) 5 Bom. 563. 
(3) (1900) 25 Bom. 129. 
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P. P. SJmgM, for the respondente (defendants) The inter- 
vention of the adopted son makes no difference* He has to 
accept alienations made by the adopting widow when they are 
cither necessary or proper : Gollector of Mastilipatam v. Gamlg 
Fencata Narramapali^^^ p JRoJ LnUim Balea v. Gohool CJmnder Choto^ 
Whentho next reversioner consents^ the alienation is 
proper: Bajfangi Singh v. Manokarniha Bakhsh Singh^^K In the 
present case the daughter’s son as'sented to the gi£k hence the 
ruling in Varjxvan Uangji v, Glielji Qokaldas^^^ does not apply. 
The decision in Fmaijak v. does not affect the present 

case, as here the next reversioner alter the daughter had consent- 
ed to the alienation within the meaning ot Bajrangi Smgh v, 
Manokarniha Bakhsh Singld^K Moreover^ there is an acceleration 
in this case in favour of the next r eversioner. The case was there- 
fore properly decided by the lower Couit. 

Batchelok, J. Tn this second appeal the facts are these. One 
Appa died in or about the ycac lS3d leaving two widows, Kondai 
and Chima^ and a daughter by Ohima; namely^ the second defend- 
ant, The second defendant has a soB; Narayan, In February 
1903 the two widows made a deed of gift of four-fifths of their 
husband'^s property in favour of the second defendant, reserving 
the other fifth for their own maintenance. In October 190i Kondai 
adopted the plaintifl’, who is the son of Appa’s separated nephew 

The question is whether the plaintiff is bound by tlie aliena- 
tion made prior to his adoption. The gift was consented to by 
the defendant 2, the actual donee, and by her son, Narayan 
The Courts below have accepted this consent as a sufficient 
consent on behalf of the reversioners likely to be interested in 
disputing the gift, and upon this ground have dismissed 
plaintiff^s suit. But we are of opinion that this ground cannot 
serve to sustain the decree. 

The general principle which prohibits a Hindu widow aliena- 
, ; 4on of immoveable property otherwise than for legal necessity 

■ f doubt, relaxed in cases where the consent of the whole body 

W 4861) 8 Moo. I. A. 629. (3) (1907) SO All 1. 

:: -k Moiv I. A. 209* m (1881} B Bom. 660.- 

' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 11900) 26 Bom, 129. 
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of persons constituting the next reversion has been obtained i see 
the judgment of the Judicial Committee in ^ajmngi Singh v. 
Manohm nika BakhR Shglfi\ which refers with approval to the 
decision of this Court in Tmagah v. Govind^^K Now in 
Yinagali% case the reason of the relaxation, as the law has always 
been understood in this Presidency, is referred to this principle, 
that the consent of the persons who would be interested in 
disputing the transfer, affords good evidence that the transfer was 
in fact made for justifying cause, that is, for legal necessity. If 
that is the reason of the rule, it is clear that its operation must 
ordinarily be limited to trausters for consideration, and cannot 
appropriately be extended to voluntary transfers by way of gift, 
where there is no room for the theory of legal necessity. We 
may add that we have been refeired to no case where the Courts 
have applied the rule to a gift. 

That is one reason why in our opinion the rule upon which the 
Courts below hav§ relied is inapplicable to the present facts. 
And upon another ground also it seems to us that this case falls 
outside the rule. Foi, whether the consent required be more 
accurately defined as the consent of the whole body of persons 
constituting the next reversion, as it was expressed in Bojrang%'s 
case, or as the consent of all those persons who would be likely 
to be interested in disputing the alienation, as it is put in other 
decisions, it is clear that the requirements of the rule have not 
been satisfied here. For the only consent which the present 
defendants can call in aid is that of the second defendant and of her 
son, Narayan. But the second defendant, in addition to being the 
actual recipient of the gift, is a Hindu woman, and the presence 
or absence of her consent is, in the words of Jenkins, 0* J., in 
Vinayah v, QovindP^ absolutely immaterial^'; nor can tiie 
acquiescence of her son carry the defendants^ case any further. 
That being so, it is not possible to hold that we have here the 
consent of ^^such kindred^ the absence of whose opposition raises 
a presumption that the alienation was a fair and proper one : 
that is how the rule was put by Kanade, J., in Fimyah v, 
and the passage was cited without disapproval by 
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Sir Andrew Scoble in delivering their Lordships^ judgment in 
Bajrmffiy case®). Applying this principle we find that there is 
nothing in the consent of the second defendant and her son which 
can properly deprive the plaintifi^, another reversioner, of the 
right to question the alienation. 

Then it was sought to save the decree by reference to the rule 
which allows the Hindu widow to accelerate the succession by 
relinquishing her own interest to the next reversioner. But 
here again it appears that an essential condition of the rule is 
absent in this case, where the widows relinquished only a four- 
fifths part of the estate. Such a relinquishment does not satisfy 
the requirsnients of the rule, which was expressed in the follow- 
ing words by the Privy Council in Behari Lai v. MadU Lai 
Mir Qayatoal^^'^ : “ It may be accepted ”, said Lord Morris 
"that, according to Hindu Law, the widow can accelerate the 
estate of the heir by conveying absolutely and destroying her 
life estate. It was essentiallyl necessary to withdraw her^^own 
life estate, so that the whole estate should get vested at once in 
the grantee. The necessity of the removal of the obstacle of the 
life estate is a practical check on the frequency of such convey- 
ances Here the retention of the one-fifth part of the estate in 
the widow’s hands takes the case out of the rule, and not the 

less so because the retention of l/oth part of the life estate is 
described as a provision for maintenance. It was suggested by 
the defendants’ pleader that Mr. Justice Chandavarkar°s decision 
in Hnmraj v. Bai NogJdhai^?^ proceeded on a different principle 
but if that case be examined, we think that it will be found to 
lend no support to the defendants. For, so far from diveroincr 
from the rule in BeMri Lai’s caseC^), the learned Judge exprelly 
cites that ease as his authority, and in conformity with it holds 
no more than that the widow « can, during her life-time convey 
the estate absolutely to him who is the next reversioner ” The 
.qpjtion indeed, there was, not whether a partial relinquishment 
;«%.^tate would be binding on the reversioner, but whether 
authority “to convey more than the estate, she 



TOL, XXXIV.] 


BOMBAY SERIES. 


171 


has “ j and that question was decided on the ground that the 

widow there was bound by the special agreement of which Pij.xr 
specific performance was sought against her. The decision is^ Babajx, 
therefore^ no authority for extending the carefully guarded rule 
laid down by the Privy Council to eases where the widow has : 
made only a partial relinquishinent of the estate. 

For these reasons w^e reverse the decree of the lower appellate 
Court and decree the plainti0^s suit ■with costs throughout. 

Decree reversed. 

a. B. 


APPELLATE CIVIL, 

Before Sir Basil Seoit} Ft, CMef JusticOi and Mr, Justice Heaton, 

MAHAEAli^’A SHEI DAYLATSINHJI, THAKOBE SAHEB op EIMDl 
(oEiaiKAL Defexuant 1), Appellant, v . KHACHAR HAMIR MON 

(OEieiKAL PLATNTIlir), BESPO.NDE^.T.* 

Bromneial Small Causes Cotirts Act (IX of 1887), sections 16, Sclmlulell, 
Clauses {2) and for the recovery of certain sum representing a share 

in the produce qfimnmeahh pirpertp---- Cognizance hg the Court of Small 
Oau& es^Deeree fin al-^Appeal — J " uri sdict ion hy consent of pari i es* 

A suit for tlie recovery of Rs. 12>11.6 representing pkintifi’s share in the 
produce of immoveable property is a suit for money liacl and received to the 
plaintiff’s use and is cognmble by the Court of SinalK'anses and the decree 
/ in siicli a suit is final under section 27 of itlie Provincial Small Causes Courts 
, Act (IX of 3.887). 

Notwithstanding its finality an appeal was preferred to the District Court of 
Ahmedabad, which Court entertained the appeal and reversing the decree allowed 
the plaintifi’s claim. The defendant, thereupon, preferred a second appeal 
and at the hoping prayed that the second appeal might be treated as an applica- 
tion for revision under section 115 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act Y of 1908), 
on the ground that the District Court acted without Jurisdiction in entertaining 
the appeal. Ihe respondent (plaintifF) urged that a second appeal 3ay : and 
further that by reason of the conduct of the parties and the fact that the 
appellant (defendant) had not objected to the jurisdiction of the District Courts 
it was too late in second appeal to take the point. 

■‘'^ Second Appeal No. *598 of 

Vi ' V y ' V ■'V;,- ''- 
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Setdg tliat ihB District Court bad uo jurisdiction to trj tte case and tbe 
coudact of tbe parties could not give it juiisdiotion. 

LedgaTd v. BuUO^) and MemahU Maidoo y. Btibiamanig<i Bastni^) 
referred to. 

Peoree of tlia District Couit reversed and that of the first Couit restored* 


Second appeal from the decision of L. P. Parekh, Judge 
of the Court of Small Causes at Ahmedabad, with appellate 
powerSjT reversing the decree of C. H* Vakil^ Subordinate Judge 
of Dhandhuka. 


The plaintiff sued to recover from the defendants Rs* 12-11-6 
representing his share m the various items of the revenue of the 
village of Khambhada, alleging that some part of the land of the 
village was mortgaged to defendant 1, Thakore Saheb of Limdi, 
that the lands in the village were managed by the plaintiff and 
other shai'ers jointly with defendant 1 , that defendant 1 paid to 
the plaintiff and other shaieib their dues up to Saiiivat year 195S^ 
paid nothing in Samvat 1936 owing to famine and appiopriated 
all the proceeds for Samvat 1957^ and that he had not paid the 
plaintiff his share 

Defendant 1, Thakore Saheb of Liindi^ did not admit that the 
plaintiff had a particular share in the revenue oi the village of 
Khambhada and contended that the land of the village was not 
mortgaged to him, that the plaintiff had no 'voice in the manage* 
meat of the lands m the village^ that there was misjoinder of 
parties and causes of action and that the frame of the suit was 
bad as it was not brought in the name of the state of Limdi. 


Defendants 2, 3 and 5 admitted the plaintiff^s claim. 
Defendants 4, 6 — 20 were absent though duly served. 

Defendants 20— *25 ware originally plaintiffs but they were 
afterwards made defendants at their own request. * 


The Subordinate Judge dismissed the suit. 

plaintiff appealed and the appellate Court found that tbe 
ttiie suit was not defective and sent back the ease to fho 
, !te Judge for fresh findings on the Issues inv^blved in 

I, A t ■; ,1 ' ■: i' 
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the case after admitting on behalf of the plaintiff certain docu- 
mentary evidence which was originally excluded. On the 
remand the Subordinate Judge found that the plaintifi's share 
was proved and certified his findings on the issues to the appellate 
Court which reversed the decree of the Suboidinate Judge and 
allowed the plaintiff’s claim to the extent ot Rs. 11-8-0 with 
costs against defendant 1. 

Defendant 1 preferred a second appeal. 

G. S* Bao for the appellant (defendant 1). 

Cr. /r. Parelli for the respondent (plaintiff). 

ScoTT^ 0. J. — The plaintiff in this case sued the defendant 
for Rs. 12-11-6 representing his share in the produce of certain 
immoveable property of the value of Rs, 45-0-9 which was collected 
and lawfully xeceived by the defendant 1 in the Samvafc year 1957 
but which in accordance with the practice of previous years it 
was his duty to distribute partly to the plaintiff. 

The case is in all respects similar to that of BamoSar Qopal 
BthJiii V CJnntaman BalJcnshia Kcirve^^\ 

It is a suit for money had and received to the plaintiff’s use* 
It does not fall under clause (4), Schedule 2 of Act IX of 1887, 
in that it is not a suit for possession of immoveable pioperty or 
for recovery of an inteiest in such property, nor does it fall within 
clause (31) because it is not alleged that the produce was unlaw- 
fully received by the deiendant. That being so the suit was 
cognizable by the Court of Small Causes. 

Section 16 of the Provincial Small Causes Courts Act provides 
that save as expressly provided by this Act or by any other 
enactment for the time being in force, a suit cognizable by a 
Court of Small Causes shall not be tried by any other Court 
having jurisdiction within the local limits/^ 

section 82 of the same Act it is provided that so much of 
Chapters III and IV as relates to the exclusion of the jurisdiction 
of other Courts in suits cognizable by Courts of Small Causes 
applies to Courts invested by or under any enactment for the 
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time being in force with the jurisdiction of a Court of Small 
Causes. 

The plaint in the present suit was filed in the Court of Second 
Class Suboidinate Judge of Dhandhuka and Gogha who was 
invested with the jurisdiction of a Judge of the Court of Small 
Causes. He tried the suit and passed a decree in favour of the 
defendants That deciee under section 27 of the Provincial Small 
Causes Courts Act was final. 

Notwithstanding its finality an appeal was preferred to the 
District Court of Ahmedabad. The Judge remanded the case 
and after the ren and order had been complied with again enter- 
tained the appeal and passed a decree in favour of the plaintiff 
for Rs. 11-8-0 and costs. 

Prom that decree an appeal was preferred to this Court. But 
on the appeal coming on for hearing the pleader for the defend- 
ants submitted that the decision of the Second Class Subordinate 
Judge was final under section 27 of the Provincial Small Causes 
Courts Act, and that therefore the appellate Court of Ahmedabad 
had acted without jurisdiction in disposing of the appeal and asked 
that his second appeal might be taken to bo an application under 
section 115 of the Civil Procedure Code in revision. 

It has been contended on behalf of the resp)ondent that a 
second appeal does lie and that it lies by reason of the conduct 
of the parties, that as the defendants had not objected to the 
jurisdiction of the Ahmedabad Court in appeal it was too late 
for them now to take the point that there was no appeal from 
the judgment of the first Court, autl in support of that argument 
reference was made to Snresli tinnier Mmtra v. Krisio Rmgim 
and ParamesAwarmi Kamhudin v. Vtshuti Brnbrandri^^). 

It appears tons that having regard to the decision of the 
Judicial Committee in Leigard v. Buim and in MeemIcsU 
Naidoo v. Subratitaniga ^we must accept the argument 

of. the appellant and we must hold that the lower appellate 
Court had no jurisdiction to try the case and that the conduct of 

- ; Pf 0,898) Oal 2©, (3) (1886) L. E. l3 L A. 134. 

: f*) (1887) L. B, 34 1 A. 160. 
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thd parties could not give it jurisdiction. The Judicial 
Committee in the second of the above-mentioned cases at page 
166 say : ^^It has been suggested^ and it is not right altogether 
to pass that suggestion over^ that, by reason of the course 
pursued by the present appellants in the High Courts they have 
waived the right which they might otherwise have had to raise the 
question of want of jurisdiction. But this view appears to their 
Lordships to be untenable. No amount of consent under such 
circumstances could confer jurisdiction whore no jurisdiction 
exists. Upon this point it may be convenient to refer to the 
judgment of their Lordahips delivered by Lord Watson in the 
comparatively recent case of Zedga'id v. 

Now we hold upon the words of section 32 of the Provincial 
Small Causes Courts Act that the exclusion of the jurisdiction of 
all Courts not vested with Small Cause Court powers is indicated 
in express terms^ and the position of the appellate Court in 
Ahmedabad was that it was a Court wbere^ in che words of the 
Judicial Committee, no jurisdiction existed* 

We, therefore, set aside the decree of the lower appellate 
Court and restore that of the Second Class Subordinate Judge^ 
hut having regard to the conduct of the appellant we make no 
order as to costs* 

Decree reversed^ 
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M 0 fore Sir Basil Scott j KLy Ohwf Justiciy and Mr. Jushce Heaton* 
GAHGABxlI AHO aeothbe (obio-inal PLA.ixTirrb), Appellakts, 
BiSWANT BIN BALIiAPPA (oeioixal Bepbndaot), BESPONUENr- ^ 

XTI of 1827-^Transftf of Fwpertg Act f IV of 188^), section 
i^^Beshgat Vatan-^Morigage — Subsequent enlargcmnt of the mortgagor* s 
itB-^Private propertg — Mortgagee’s claim to hold the property against 
the mortgagor’s heir. 

A mortgagee of Deshgat Tatan knew that the propeifiy which was mortgaged 
to Mm was land appurtenant to an heieditaxy office and inalianahlo beyond tl\» 

f 

' * “ * *riT8t Appeal No. 75 of 1907. 
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life-time of the incimihent. STihsequentlj to the mortgage the est:ite of tho 
mortgagor was enhrged so as to he alienable in the life-time of the bolder. 
After the enlargement the mortgagee having claimed to hold the property 
against the heir of the mortgagor, 

Held, that ihe mortgagee took only such estate ns the holder of the Yaian 
property was capable of conveying to the mortgagee at the time of the mortgage 
and that the mortgagee could not claim to retain the property in virtue of the 
mortgage after the death of the mortgagor. 


' First appeal from tho decision of M. B. Nadkarni, First Class 
Subordinate Judge of Belgaum, in Suit No. 38 of 1902. 

The plaintiff Hariharrav Nagnath, who died while the suit 
was pending in the Subordinate Judge’s Court, .sued to recover 
from the defendants possession of the land in dispute with 
arrears of rent and mesne profits, alleging that he held the 
land as mortgagee in possession and had let it out to defendant 1 
undei a ient-noi.e and that the defendant held over the land 
after the termination of tho tenancy. 

Defendant 1 admitted the rent-note and stated that about 
a month after the execution of the rent-note the plaintiff told 
him that he had no right to the land and desired the defendant 
to attorn as tenant to one Mamad Isakh waiad Gowaskhan Desai, 
that he accordingly executed a rent-note to Mamad Isakh and 
paid him rent every year, that the plaintiff fraudulently retained 
the rent-note executed in his favour by the defendant and that 
the defendant was not liable to the plaintiff for possession, rent 
or profits of the land. 

Mamad Isakh being joined as defendant 2 on the contention 
of defendant 1 answered that the land in dispute was not mort- 
gaged to the plaintiff and was never in his possession, that 
•defendant 1 held a portion of the land as the yearly tenant of 
defendant 2 and that the plaintiff not having produced his 
mortgage- deed, nor having given any description of it in the 
plaint he was unable to say anything with regard to the allecred 
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In bis jadgment tlie^Siibordi^at^^ made the following 
nTBarvationS i—^ 

The mortgage*deed, exhibit 190j and the exhibits 288, 239 and 240 from the 
Bevontie records show that the plaint land is a part and parcel of the Deshgat 
Vatan of the second defendant’s family. The mortgage, exhibit 190, was effected 
while sections 19 and 20 of Regulation XV I of 18*27 v’ere in force and there- 
fore it was void after the death of the niortgagt>r. the second defendant’s father, 
who died on the 29fch June 1890 (vide Kidu JSfara'^an v. S[a'n'ina 2 :>a bin 
JBhwiapa, I* L. 5 Bombay, 435 ; J^avlojirm w Balvantrav^ 1. L. E., 5 
Bombay, 437 j and Fadappa v. Swamirao, I, L. R., 24 Bombay, 556). The Sanad 
is not forthcoming and from the endorsement, exhibit 238*3 original, it seems 
that on 21st of May 1894 a note was made on theBanad in accordance with the 
Government Eesolutioii h[o. 4277 of the lOfch June 1890 to the effect that the 
said lands shall be continued forever without increase of the land tax or 
hTazrana over the said fixed amount and without objection or question on the 
part of Government as to the rights of any rightful holders thereof whether 
sit eh rights shall have accrued by inheritance, adoption, assignment or 
otherwise. 

The mortgage, exhibit 190, ceased to be 'valid on the death of the second 
defendant’s father, the mortgagor, in J une 1890 as against the second defendant 
and the subsequent correction of the Sanad in 1894 by the addition of the note 
mentioned above cannot operate to irender it 'valid beyond the mortgagors 
life-time. 

The representatives of the deceased plaintiff appealed* 

luveraritg with (7. A. Ileh for the appellants (plaintiffs). 

Bailcesi with N. A, BMveBlivarJcar for the respondents (defend- 
ants). 

The appeal was argued before Scott, C. and Heaton, J., and it 
was then contended on behalf of the appellants that the Subordi- 
nate Judge ought to have raised an issue as to whether the 
land in suit, though originally a. Deshgat Vatan, continued 
to be so during the life-time of the mortgagor or whether and 
if so when it became alienable. The following issues were 
therefore referred for trial to the Subordinate Judge with liberty 
to the parties to adduce fresh evidence 

(1) Whether the mortgage was a subsisting mortgage of the 
plaint property after the death of the mortgagor ? 

(2) Whether the property ceased to he a Deshgat Vatan or 
inalienable beyond the life of the mortgagor in his life-time or 
if so,, when ? ' 
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The flndixigs of the Subordinate Judg^on both the above issues 
were in the affirmative. He held that the lands ceased to be 
inalienable from 1862 and that the mortgage was a subsisting 
mortgage after the death of the mortgagor for the following 
reasons 

The mortgagor, who was owner 5n 1862, submitted an applicatioiV(ex^^^ 
hit 260) to Government testifying his willingness to pay annas 3 in the 
lupee as Judiin consideration of the commutation of the right of service and in 
order that the Vatan may be contintied permanciitly and that pennlBsion to 
adopt may for ever be granted. 

^ Government began to levy Judi accordingly but a Saiiad was at first issued 
in which there was the usual provision restricting alienation. He urged tliat ho 
was entitled to the property free of any restriction. The matter went up to 
Government and the Legal Eemembrancer has in his report (sanctioned and 
adopted by Government) given a full Jiistory of the case and gave liis opinion 
that since 1862 Government treated the property as the private property of the 
mam Under orders (exhibit 262) from Government the Sanad originally 
tendered to th6 Vatandar wms amended and the clause restricting alienation 
was dropped. The Saiiad as it now reads does not contain any restriction 
against alienation. 

It is urged for defendant Xo. 2 that the Sanad itself describes fehe property 
as Vataai and that it has been so treated in the records of Government {pide 
exhibit 239). As to this it appears that Government does not mean to say that 
the property has ceased to be Vatan, but by special agreement entered into 
ih 1802 Government has removed the restriction against alienation. Govern- 
ment has the power to make such agreements under section 15 of Bombay 
Act III of 1 874* 

:Ee^^ is placed:on an order of the Deputy Collector (exhibit 258) ruling 
that the property could not bo alienated beyond the life-time of the then 
holder. Tiiat order w^as, howeveiyset aside by the Collector (exhibit 249). 

Against the findings of the Subordinate Judge the respon^ 
dente (defendants) preferred cross-objections. 


D. A. Khare with G. A. Bele for the appellants (plaintiffs) : 
The Subordinate Judge has returned his findings in our 
favour. Therefore the decree should be reversed and our claim 
possession should be awarded with arrears of rent* . 

with iV". A. SUve^hvarhar for respondent ; .2 
have taken objections to the findings of" the 
that 'those'fihdinp'.cani^i: 
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stand. The facts are all admitted and there now remains 
a question of law. 

The mortgage was executed by defendant 2’s father in the 
year 1850, What was then mortgaged was Deshgat Vatan. At 
the time of the transactioUj sections 19 and 20 of Regulation XVI 
of 1827 were in force. They were repealed by the Hereditary 
Ofices Act III of 1874. Therefore the mortgage which was 
effected while the provisions of the said regulation were in force, 
was void against the heir of the mortgagor: Tadapa v. 
Swamirao^^\ Kalu Narayan Knlharni v. Hmimapa lin Bhimapa 
The mortgagor died on the 29th June 1890. Till then the 
mortgage was perfectly good under those provisions. It was on 
the death of the mortgagor that we could question the validity 
6f the mortgage and the possession of the mortgagee began to run 
against us adversely from that time. But before the adverse 
possession could ripen into ownership, we got into possession 
and we have a right to tack it on to our title. The mortgagee 
cannot now question our right to such possession. 

The Subordinate Judge held that the land, though originally 
inalienable, ceased to be so from 1862, and for that reason the 
mortgage continued to subsist after the death of the mortgagor. 
iFor his conclusion the Subordinate Judge has relied upon three 
things, namely (1) the application of defendant 2’s father in the 
the year 1862, exhibit 260, (2) the report of the Legal Remem- 
brancer on that application, and (3) the ultimate resolution passed 
by Government in the year 1890, a few days before the death of 
the mortgagor. We contend that the report of the Legal 
Remembrancer was not admissible in evidence and any finding 
based thereon is bad. Moreover, the construction which the 
Subordinate Judge has put on exhibit 260 is wrong. That 
application shows that our father did not ask that the Vatan 
should be made his absolute private property and the Government 
resqlution granting the application says that a Sanad should be 
granted in the terms of the application. 


Even assuming that exhibit 260 is capable of the construction 
put upon it and that the mortgaged property was subsequently 
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enlarged by the said resolation^ still the mortgagee would not be 
entitled to that enlarged estate. In 1850, when the mort|age 
was effected, the mortgagee was aware tiiat the land was inahen* 
able beyond the life-time of the mortgagor under the provisions 
of Regulation XVI of 1327. He can get what he then contracted 
for and not more. 

We further contend that our father^s application, exhibit 260, 
and the Governiiient resolution based thereon cannot validate 
what was in its inception void. The view taken by the Sub-* 
ordinate Judge is erroneous. 

JJ. A. KharCf in reply; — ^We contend that the property mort- 
gaged was not Vatan, The mortgage-deed does not describe it as 
such. Even assuming that the property was originally Vatan, 
we contend that on the application, exhibit 260, made by 
defendant 2^s father, it was converted into piivate property 
Theietore defendant 2 cannot now Say that it still continues 
to ho Vatan property The opinion of the Legal Remembrancer 
is admissible. In construing a Sanad coirespondenee may be 
looked to : Qulahim JugjivandM v. Ihe Collector of Surat 0), 
Dosihai V. Ishwardas The letter of the Legal 

Remembrancer forms pait and parcel of the Government Resolu- 
tion No. 4277 oi the 19th June 18J0, and the Sanad was issued 
in the terms of the resolution. 

The findings recorded by the Subordinate Judge are correct. 
Tho enlargement is an accession to the mortgaged property and 
such accession enures to the benefit of the mortgagee. Long 
before defendant 2 was boin, the estate was made transferable. 
The Sanad was accepted by the Nazir as the guardian of defend- 
ant 2 during his minority and this acceptance was not impugned 
by defendant 2 on his attaining majority. 

The orders of the Revenue Courts holding that the property 
became the private property of the mortgagor and that the 
1 1 binding on defendant 2 were not sought to be 

. set aside, exhibit 249. 

is made void under the Regulation of 1827 is the 
;> :4K6riatioff of the allowance attached to the Vatan : Padapa 
m at 1S0. (2) (1885) 9 Bom, 661 at m 665^ “ ■ - ^ 
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V. Bwamirao^^'^ and Kalu lYmaymi Kidhami v. Hanmapa Urn 
Bhimapa^^ were not cases of settlement* The ruling in 
Bapuji V* KeBhav lays down that a particular settlement 

may remove a restriction against alienation* In the present 
case there was a settlement of that description and it had 
the effect of making the previous alienation (mortgage) valid 
and binding on the heirs of the mortgagor. 

Scott, 0. J. : —The contest in this appeal is between the 
representatives of a moitgagee and the heir of a mortgagor* 

The mortgage in question was of a certain Deshgat Vatan 
property effected in the year 1850 between the holder of the 
Vatan who was the father of the defendants and the person 
under whom the plaintiffs claim. The property mortgaged is 
described as hMsgat de^hgati paiki jamm (land out of our 
private Deshgat or property attached to our hereditary office). 
The mortgage being ostensibly of land attached to an hereditary 
office was under the rule enunciated in Kah(^ Naraymi^ Kulharni 
V. Hanmapa Un Bhimapa^^^^ approved of by the Privy Council 
in Baclapa v Swamimo^^\ in its inception void against the heir 
of the mortgagor by reason of the provisions of Regulation XVI 
of 1827. 

It is contended, however, on behalf of the mortgagee's repre- 
sentatives that by reason of a certain settlement effected between 
Govemifient and the mortgagor subsequent to the year 1831, the 
estate of the mortgagor was enlarged into an estate similar to 
that of any owner of private property and that therefore the 
mortgagee's representatives are entitled to claim to hold the 
mortgaged property under the mortgage against the heir of the 
mottgagor. It is argued that the settlement which is evidenced 
by an application in the year 1862, a Government Resolution in 
the year 1890, and a Sanad in the year 1894 issued subsequent to 
the death of the mortgagor had the effect of converting the 
property into his absolute estate. 

(l) (1900) 24 Bom. 550. (2) (1879) 5 Bom* 435. 

m (1890) 15 Bom, 13. 
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Without admitting that the interpretation sought to be put 
upon those documents on behalf of the appellants is correctj but 
assuming for the purpose of argument that it is so, we think 
that the altered position cannot affect the representatiye of the 
mortgagor. At the date of the mortgage in 1860, the mortgagee 
knew that the property which was being made overtohiniin 
mortgage was land appurtenant to an hereditary office. He 
knew or ought to have known that by reason of the provisions 

of the regulation of 1827, that land was inalienable beyond the 
life of the incumbent. He therefore cannot allege that he has 

any title by estoppel under which any enlarged estate coming to 
the mortgagor subsequent to the mortgage would enure to the 
benefit of the mortgagee, for a title by estoppel rests upon re- 
presentation made by the grantor and acted upon by the grantee ; 
see Mmsamt Vdey Ktmmar v. Mtmaraat Ladu W, and" section 
43 of the Transfer of Property Act. We hold therefore that the 
mortgagee took merely such estate as the holder of the Vatan 
property was capable of conveying to a mprtgagee in 1850, and 
that being so he cannot claim to hold under the mortgage after 
the death of the mortgagor. 

We affirm the decree of the lower Court with this variation 
that the plaintiffs do bear the costs throughout. 

Decree affirmecL 

G. B. K. 

(1) (1890) 6 Ben. L, 263 at p» 291. 
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Before Sir Basil Seoit, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr, Justice Beaton^ 

PiAOTirr;, ArPELLAnx,®. SHAH VISHNAT 
MANOEDAS and othees (oeiginal Defendants), Respondents.* 

Civil Procedure Code {Act V of 1908), section SS, Order XX, Buies 6 and 7 
Mmtmstrahm suit—Findinj on a substantial question of right between 
Farhes—Apjgvmtment of receivers— Finding-Decree- Apf cal, 

q stion of nght between the parties and appointed receivers, lie plaintiff 

* Second Appeal No. 431 of 1909. 
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did not apply to liave a formal decree drawn up. TKe plaintifE however 1909. 

appealed against the iiiidiiig on the ground that it amounted to a decree. The 

.Judge rejected the appeal holding that tliere was no decree which could be the 

subject of an appeal. Sir ah 

VjShnat 

On second appeal by the plaintiff, MAjronuAS, 

Jleld, that the sGCond appeal could not be entertained because there was in fact 
no formal decree from which an appeal could be preferred. 


SECOhiB appeal from the decision of Dayaram Gidumal, 
District Judge of Ahmedabadj confirming the order of N. V. 
Desaij Subordinate Judge of Dlianduka, appointing receivers in 
an administration suit. 

The plaintiff sued to have accounts taken of the estate of her 
deceased father Madhavji Damodar and then to have the said 
estate administered under the orders of the Court. The plaintiff 
alleged that her father made his last will on the 10th May 1899 
and died on the 12th September 1902^ that under the will the 
testator disposed of his moveable and immoveable properties in 
favour of the parties, that is, the plaintiff and defendants 1 — 5, 
that the will appointed defendants 1 — 4 executors, and they bad 
taken possession of tbe properties, that the executors declined to 
give anything to the plaintiff or to show her the accounts of the 
estate and that they did not carry out the several directions 
contained in the will. Hence the suit. 

Defendants 1 — 4 contended inter alia that the plaintiff was 
entitled only to a one-fourth share of the estate, that defendant 5, 
the widow of the testator, was ^wrongly Joined, that excepting 
certain properties which were devoted to charities and also those 
to which the plaintiff was not entitled under the will, the 
rest of the moveable and immoveable properties were in the 
possession of the plaintiff and defendant 6, that defendant 1 
never declined to show accounts to the plaintiff, and that the 
plaintiff should obtain probate* 

Defendant 5, the widow of the testator, answered inter alia 
that defendants 1 — 4 had wrongly taken possession of the 
bonds and other documents to which she- was entitled during 
her life-time under the will, that the will gave her Rs. 300 per 
annum for her maintenance which should be charged upon some 
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property yielding an income equal to that amount, and the said 
property be handed over to her, and that under the will 
Rs. 8,003 in cash were bequeathed to her, but defendants 1-4 
deceitfully took Es. 2,500 from her ; therefore they should be 
ordered to restore that sum. 

The Subordinate Judge framed 14 issues in all and out of them 
on issues 3 and 5 lie found as follows : 

" 3. The whole of Madhavji’s moveable and immoveable pro- 
perty of any sort whatever has been disposed of by his will.” 

“5. is necessary to appoint a Receiver or Receivers to take 

charge of the estate and to manage the same till this suit is 
finally disposed of.” 

ann the Nazir of his Court and defend- 

of ^ as fit persons to be appointed receivers 
of the estate. The nomination was made under section 605 of 
the Cml Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882) and was submitted 
0 e istrict Court for the necessary sanction. The District 

pis rw.:SS“„Ser 1”“°*“””- 

_ I appoint the Nazir of iMs Court andVisIinav Manor' (defendant H to 1 , 

S eunty of Ee. 5,000 duly to account for what he shall receive in resuecf fi, 
pioperty and to work without remuneration while the Nazir will w \ vi 
security and shaU he paid a reasouahle remunerati: to u 

eutitled to keep with her ^1! T f ^ 

• exhibit 38. I fiSei lirf tf -iU. 

uituei giant to these receivers all the nnwa-pcf 

in (« „ .1, . JI;” t "J”” 

their possession without this CnnvtV at no time keep in 

‘ Be. 200, uninvested and fcW ,r ' earn exceeding 

tills f 

keep regular aceonl 0^2 
: . for scrutiny hy this Court on 1^:51 

ehould refer 

' kv® W Mm w-il,- ° The security required from tishnav to bh 

.iiotofrinte opefa«OB° being done this jomt appoihtmmt will 

! ?.$ j , • ff be fells to give the security as required within the 
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time named the Xazir alone to be a receiver npon the (conditions and terms 

mentioned abdm 

On appeal by the plaintiff against the appointment of defend- 
ant 1 as receiver and against the finding on issue 3, the defend- 
ants raised a preliminary objection which the District Judge 
embodied in the following issue : — 

Does an appeal lie 

On the said issue the Judge found in the negative for the 
following reasons 

Whether under the old Code (section 213 and schedule IV, form l30)or 
under new (order XX, rule 13) it is necessary in every administration suit to 
di*aw up a preliminary decree and against it there is an appeal. Under section 
213 the Conrt was to “ order such accounts and inquiries to be taken and made 
and give such other directions as it thought fit. Uuder rule 13 of order XX 
the Courtis hound to pass a preliminary decree ordering such accounts and 
inquiries to be taken and made and giving such other directions as it thinks fit.*’ 
Now in the present case no decree whatsoever has been drawn up and the 
Judgment itself does not order such accounts and inquiries to he taken and made 
as are mentioned in schedule lY, form 130 of the old Code. In the old Code 
as well as in the new the word ‘‘formal” in the definition of decree is, I think, 
important. Mr. Ameer Alii at page 36 of his commentary quotes the opinion 
of Pigot, J., in 19 Calcutta 452 which shows that this term is not to be ignored, 
for that learned Judge said: must add that had the imint been raised I 

should have felt a difficulty in holding that a paragraph in the judgment, not 
drawn up in the form of a decree and not embodied in a separate form, is 
within the terms of the Code of Civil Procedure a decree at all.” In 
29 Calcutta, 758 7 60 the Calcutta High Court advised mofussil Courts to draw up 
a formal preliminary decree and was apparently of opinion that a paragraph in a 
judgment was not a decree — that case was expressly followed in XBom. L. E. 514 
on the question which it decided, namely, that it is open to an appellant in 
an appeal against the final decree, in a partition suit to question the correctness 
of the preliminary order or decree for partition when no appeal liis heed 
preferred against such order within the time allowed by law. The reasoning of 
Heaton, J., |hows that the word “ formal ” in he definition of decree is impor- 
tant, for he says : “It is alleged that there was a d^ree dated the 31st July 
consequently there should have been an appeal. Now as a matter of 
fact there was no decree of that date, though there was a judgment. It is 
argued that there ought to have been a decree ..... The judgment 
dated the 3lst July determined (by finding on a particular issue) that the 
plaintiff was entitled to a certain share of two houses. Had the decree followed 
jiidgment it would have been that the plaintiff must get such share in 
two houses.” 
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Mr. Bao referred to I. L B. 22 Bom 963 but m tliat suit tlieie \^as not only 
a finding tliat tlie estate consisted of certain properties but tlie amount of the 
liabilities and oiitstxndmgs was tie tei mined and thexo was an ordei that tlio 
defendant was to pay a ceitam amount within two weeks The High Ooiirt also 
said that the lower Oouit had diawn up a Imd of piclxmiiiaiy deciee* In the 
present case no such demee has been dia’vVBup and had any been diawn up 
embodying merely the finding on issue 3 it would not have been the pielirainaiy 
ieeieo which the Code oiders to be drawn up in adimnisiration suits 

Mr. Mulla at page 7 of his oommentaiy on the new Code lefers to orcl^y 20, 
inles 1^, 13, 14, 35, 16 and 18 and order 34, lules 2, 3 and rules 4, 6 mi'%8 
as instances of preliminary decrees The Code itself clnects in these rules that 
eeitain prelimmaiy deciees shall be fiamed and I take it, therefore, that in the 
suits mentioned in th'^se rules no other pieliminaiy decrees are permissible. 

Inhere aie many conflicting rulings under the old Code as to the meaning of 
the woid ** deciee In seieial of thorn the teim foimal’ has bmn ignored 
and the woid “lights ” has been given an extended meaning. Messis. Wood- 
loffe and Ameci Aii wiite at page 38 ^‘Theie can, we think, be little doubt 
that what the legislatuie oiigin illy meant by these woids (the lights of the 
parties) refer to weio lights of a substantive as distinguished fioin lights of 
a meiely piocessual charactei ’* 

In the piesent case no doubt a light of a substantive chaiacter has, from one 
point of view, been deteimined. But the Code does nofegive a right of appeal 
agunst every finding legardmg such a light. It has stated what the preli- 
minaiy deciee is to be and I find no such deciee in this case I hold theiefoio 
that no appeal lies against the finding on issue 3. 

Having thus disposed of the pieliminary point, the District 
Judge found that the Subordinate Judge had exercised a wise 
discretion m the appointment of receivers and thus confirmed 
^the order. 


^ The plaintiff prefeired a second appeal. 

C7. S, Eao for the appellant (plaintiff) :--“The only question is 
whether the finding recoided by the Subordinate Judge on issue 8 
amounts to a preliminary decree and therefore one f|om which 
^n appeal lies. We instituted the suit for accounts and partition 
of our share in our deceased father’s property which was disp^:^i4vi* 

' him under his will. The principal point in the cas| 

I construction of the will The Subordinate Judge'^too^ 

OB. the point 4hd 
oiise. The other questiqn^^ |m ^ 
to details. We appealed to the Disli*i!^ f|' 
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Court and our appeal was rejected on the ground that no appeal 
lay at that stage. We submit that the adjudication by the Sub- 
ordinate Judge on issue 8 amounted to a preliminary decree 
within the meaning of the term decree as defined in section 2 * 
of the Civil Procedure Code. It was an adjudication and^ so 
far as the Suboidinate Judge was concerned, it conclusively 
determined the question. « 

[Heatok, J ‘ — There is no decree and there is no final adjudi- 
cation. The lower Court merely recorded a finding but a 
paragraphia the judgment not a decree, section 5d of the 
new Code.] 

We submit that that section applies to a final decree and not to 
a preliminary decree, 

[Heaton, J. ; — ^Where does the Code say that no final decree is 
required to be drawn up in the ease of a preliminary decree.] 

We submit even if it is necessaiy, it is a mistake of the Court 
and such a mistake should not be allowed to operate to our 
prejudice. 

Bransoa with T, li Desai ioi the lespondents (defendants) was 
not called upon. 

Scott, 0. J. In thi^ case the Subordinate Judge in an 
administration suit upon issue No. 3 decided in effect a substantial 
question of right between the parties, and having so decided he 
appointed recei\ers of all the property in question in the suit. 

An appeal was preferied from his judgment to the District 
Judge and it was sought to challenge in appeal the finding upon 
the third issue on the ground that it was a decree. It was, ^ 
however, objected that there -was no decree and the learned 
District Judge held that there was no decree which could be 
the subject of an appeal. He therefore disposed of the appeal 
<i 0 ninxng the objections of the appellant to the order for the 
l^pofetmenfc of receivers. 

, jS^lnst his decision with reference to the appointment of 
receivers:, no second appeal would lie, hut the appellant comes 
here in second appeal contending that there has been a decree 
with reference to the question raised in the third issue, and th^fe 
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the learned District Judge was wrong in declining to hear the 
appeal with reference to it. 

Now a decree under the Civil Procedure Code means the 
formal expression of an adjudication which j so far as regards the 
Court expressing it^ conclusively determines the rights of the 
parties with regard to all or any of the matters in controversy in 
the suit and it may he either preliminary or final. 

It was apparently the opinion of the learned District Judge 
that if the decision upon the third issue had been embodied in a 
formal expression^ such as is contemplated by the Code and 
called a decree, still no appeal would have been maintainable. 
Without saying that we agree with the Judge in his hypothetical 
opinion, we think the appeal to this Court cannot be entertained 
because there is in fact no formal decree. A reference to Order 
XX will show that a decree is something different from a 
judgment. The decree has to agree with the judgment and 
Rule 6 and Rule 7 prescribe what the decree shall contain. 
Section S3 also leads to the same conclusion, for it provides that 
the Court after the ca'^e has been heard sliall pronounce judgment 
and on such judgment a decree shall follow; that judgment may 
be either preliminary or final. 

The appellant has only herself to thank for this result. If, as 
the unsuccessful party, she had directed her agent to apply that 
a decree should be drawn up against which an appeal could have 
been preferred the result might have been different. But wo 
cannot allow the provisions of the Civil Rroceilure Code to be 
disregarded by appellants who seek to take advantage of the rule 
which allows of appeals from decrees. We, therefore, dismiss 
the appeal with costs. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr. Justice Ckandmarkar. 

3S3ATHUBHAI KASAHJDAS (oeigikal Plaintive), Appellant, i?* 
PBAXJIVAX LALCHAXD and othees (oEiaiNAE DEEBroANTs), Reseond- 

DJvTS.* 

Limitation Act {XY of 18Y7), Article 179 — Bech ee-^Bveeution — Bs^ecution 
made conditional upon payment of Court fees — Application for execution 
without payment — Dlsmissal-^Second application with payment — Apjdica- 
iion made in accordance with laiv, 

A decree was passed on tlie SOfcli June 1900 wliereby paifcitioii of immo?e- 
ablo property was ordeied : but tbe execution o£ the decree was made condi- 
tional on the payment of the proper Court fees. On the 29th June 1903 an 
apphcatioi:^ to execute the decree was made, but it was dismissed as it Was not 
accompanied by payment. A second application to execute the] decree was 
presented on the 27th June 1906 : it was accompanied by payment. The lower 
Couits dismissed ifc on the ground that it was time-barrad inasmuch as the 
fiist application made in 1908 was not one in aceordanoe with Uw as required 
by Article 179 of Schedule II to the Limitation Act, 1877. 

Meldi that the first application was made in accordance with law, for, upon 
that application, it was CO npatent for the Court to order that the execution 
should begin on the Court fees being paid within a certain date 
Held^ fiutbei, that the second application uas -^Mthm time. 

Ct pi Air : — An application for evecution of a decree to be in accordance 
with law must ask for something within the decree and not outside it. 

Second appeal from the decision of G. D. Madgaonkar, District 
Judge of Broach, confirming the decree passed by M, H. Vakil, 
Subordinate Judge of Ankleshwar. 

Proceedings in execution of a decree. 

The decree was passed on the SOth June 1900. It ordered a 
partition of immoveable property in possession of the defendant 
and directed that before the plaintiff eotild recover his share by 
partition he should pay the amount of Court fee leviable on his 
claim. 

The plaintiff applied on the 29fch June 1903 to execute the 
decree hut the Court dismissed the application as it was not 
accompanied by payment of Court fees. 


Second xlppeal No. 367 of 1903, 
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A second applieationj accompanied by the payment, -nas made 
on the 27th Jtine 1906. 

The lower Oourts dismissed the application on the ground that 
it was barred, inasmuch as the first application not having 
been accompanied by payment was not made in accordance with 
law as required by Article 179 of the Limitation Act, l'^77. 


The plaintiflf appealed to the High Court. 
M. If. Mehta, for the appellant. 

L. A. ShtA for the respondent. 


Chandavaekae, J. : — ^The decree, execution of which has been 
held by both the lower Courts to be barred by the Law of Limit- 
ation, was one for paitition of immoveable property passed on 
the 30th of June 1900, and directed that the plaintiff should not 
be entitled to execute it until he had paid Court fees. The 
present application for execution was made on the 27th of June 
1906 by the plaintiff*, who with it paid the Oouit fees into Court 


in fulfilment of the condition precedent to his right to execution 
Primei facie the application is barred, having been made more 
than three years after the date of the decree. But the application* 
is sought to be brought within time by reason of an application 
made for execution on the 29th of June 1903. The lowei 
Com ts have held that that application does not help the plaintiff* 
because it was not one made in accordance vv ith Jaw, as required 
by Article 179 of Schedule II to the Limitation Act. In tin 
present case what the decree directed was that the plaintiff 
should not be entitled to execution— that is, to the partitionino'off 
of his share and its allotment to him— unless he paid the Court 
fee on that share. The payment was prescribed as a condition 
of the partition, not to the making of an application for it. There 
was nothing in the decree to prevent the plaintiff from applying 
for execution on one day and paying the Court fee on any day 

• WiMon by the Court, 
phcation itself cannot be said to have been not in accord- 
merely because it was not accompanied byta piV* 
This view is ia aiecordaacie 

Court in Naragm vC' 
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Anandram Kojiram^^\ which is followed by the Madras High 
Court in S^ed Eusmin Said Bowtlien v, Rajagopala Mudaliar^^K 

Bat it is urged for the respondents that the application of the 
29th of June 1903 was not in accordance withlaw, because it asked 
the Court to do what it was not competent to do— that is, it asked 
the Court to order partition to be effected without payment of 
the Court fee directed by the decree as a condition of such order. 
And in support of this argument Ghaltar r. Newal Singh^\ 
Munawar Mmam v. Jani Bijai Shanlar^^^, Langiu Pande v. 
Baijmth Saran Pande^^^ are cited. It is true that, according- 
to these decisions, as also according to Pandarinadh Bapuji 
V. Lilaeland EaiilhaV^'^, an application for execution, which 
asks the Court to do what it has no power under the decree 
to do, is no application for execution at all. The i*eason 
is that an application for execution of a decree to be in 
accordance with law must ask for something within, the 
decree and not outside it. Applying that test here, what the 
plaintiff asked the Court to do by his application of the 20th 
of June 1903 was not outside the decree. It was within 
the competence of the Court to order partition on Court fee 
being paid as directed by the decree. The decree directed 
that no partition should be effected in execution unless Court fee 
were paid. Upon the plaintiff's application it was competent for 
the Court to order that the execution should begin on Court fee 
being paid within a certain date. No doubt the Court passed 
no such order but dismissed the application for execution on the 
ground that Court fee had not been paid ; but all the same it was 
competent to the Court to pass an order for payment prescribing 
a date for it. On these grounds the darilast must be held to 
be within time. The decree is reversed and the darMast 
remanded for disposal according to law. Costs of the darMast 
hitherto incurred including those of this second appeal to be paid 
by the respondents, 

Mr, Shah argues that the point on which I have held that the 
present darMast is not barred by limitation is res jndicata 

(1) (1?91) 16 Bom. 480. (4) (1905) 27 All. 619. 

(2) (1906) 30 Mad. 28. (S) (1906) 28 AH. 387. 

(3) (1889) 12 All. 64. {®1 (1888) 13 Earn. 237, 
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inasmucL as this very point was substantially decided by this 
Court against the present appellant in Second Appeal IMo. 119 of 
1904, That second appeal arose out of an application for execu- 
tion of this very decree, which both the Courts below had dis- 
missed because the appellant had not paid the Court fee. The 
second appeal was decided by Crowe, J., and myself and we 
confirmed the order of the lower Courts dismissing the appli- 
cation. There is no written judgment. Mr. Markand Mehta for 
the appellant reminds me that the ground on which Crowe, J., 
and 1 confirmed the order was that the plaintiff had no right to 
execution without payment of Court fee. And it was so, if I 
re-collect rightly. That was no adjudication either that the 
application then made or any previous application was not in 
accordance with law for the purposes of limitation or that the 
condition in the decree as to Court fees was of such a character 
that the Oouit fee must be paid jfirst and the application for 
execution could only le made a/ferimrcJs, 

f 

Decree remtsei^ 
K. E. 


ORIGINAL CIVIL. 


Defmc Sir Bcml BMcj Kt ^ OMef Justice^ and Mr, Jnsilee Batchelor, 

P E. Sc Co , AiPELiAXis AHT) PiAiNTirrs, V, BHAG WANDAS 
CHATUEBHUJ, Eespoxduxt and DirEXDAN®,^ 

Snilforp'iice of goods larr^alrei and sokl — Cause of action — Indian Contract 
Act (IX of 18} 2)^ sections 89, 73, 120-^lndian Contmet Act has not altered 
the law 9 elating to 9 ccomry of debts and liquidc^Ud d>emands — OiriU FiOmdnre 
Code {Act V of 1008 ) 9 scciicn 128. 

Befoie tho passing cf the Indian Contract Act wherever a consideration was 
e^KCOuted for ^hich a debt payable at tbs time of action bad accraed due either 
i^^franexpiess promise or under one implied by law the debt might be sued 
; » count , thus the count lay where the consideration moyino* 

“seher of goods was executed by his providing goods and only the 
debt due by the buyer remained. The form of count in such a case 

V 4,-;. ■: .tfr 'i i~. ' ;■ j- ;?> - I'l.i ,f ■■ 

, , ^ A^p^I Kq. Suit No. CX9 of ICCS, 
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bofcli in EngUni and ii Bombay would liave been for money payable by feba 
defendant to the plaintifs for goods bargained and sold by tbe plainfciJffs to 
the defendant. The cause of action was Jsaid to sound in debt and not in 
damages. 

In section 128 of tbe Civil Procedure Code of 1903 tbeie is legislative 
recognition that siicb suits were maintainable in respect of debts at tbo 
time of tbe Common Law Piocedure Acb 1852, aie still maintamable in Biitisli 
India. 


1009* 


P. R. k Co. 

BirAGtWAK- 

DAS. 


The Indian Contract Act lias not altcied iba law rebatii g to tie leeoveiy of 
debts and Tuiuidatod demands. Too fact that a party to a oontiact may under 
section 39 of tbo Indian Cmitinct Act, when tlio other side ba& refused to 
perform it, put an end tc it auvl sue for compensation for tbo breach does not 
oblige him to take that course at his peiil j he may if he piefeis it sue to 
recover any debt due to him which has aiisen from bis execution of bis part 
of tbe contract. 


Fer BdTCSmon, J 73 of tbe Indian Oontiact Act prescribes tbo 

method of assessing the compensation duo to a plaintiff suing upon a breaoli 
of contraotj but it does not affect to extinguish or to limit a plaintiff’s right to 
iooover a determined sum due to Mm upon a contract which he for Ms part 
keeps on foot. If that is so, the mere absence from tbe Act of a specific 
provision giving the remedy of a suit; to recover tb© price cannot be construed as 
tbe distinct legislative -witbclrawal of that remedy. 


Appeal from the judgment of Knight^ J,:~ 

On the 3rd September 1907 the defendants agreed to purchase 
from the plaintiffs 440 eases of Turkey red goods on the terms of 
a written contract. There arose a dispute between the plaintiffs 
and the defendants as to whether the goods which the plaintiffs 
tendered under the contracts were equal to sample and after 
certain correspondence between the parties the defendants agreed 
to take delivery of the goods on getting certain allowances at 
various rates in respect of different goods. The defendants 
having failed to take delivery or to pay for the goods the 
plaintiffs claimed to recover from the defendants the price of the 
goods save as to 22 cases which did not arrive within contract 
time after deducting the allowances aforesaid. 

At the hearing seventeen issues were raised of which sixteen 
were on questions of fact and were found in the plaintiff’s 
favour. The other issue^ whether the plaintiffs could sue for * 

the ppce of the goods was found in the def endant^s favour and the ; I i 

suit was dismissed with costs, Knight, J., holding that though the ' 
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property in the goods had passed to the defendant and he was bound 
P. R. & Oo. to pay for the goods a suit for damages for breach of contract 
BHiowAs-. accepting the goods was the only remedy open to the 

plaintiffs and the plaintifis not having proved damages based 
upon the difference between the contract rate and the rate at the 
date of the defendant's failure to take the goods they could not 
recover. Against this decision the plaintiffs appealed. 

Siraugmaa, Advocate General, and Inverurih/ for the appel- 
lants : — ^We submit that the view taken by the Court below is not 
correct. In the first instance the Contract Act is not exhaustive. 
Its preamble says that it defines and amends certain parts of 
tho law relating to contract, it does not consolidate the law. 
The Privy Council judgment in h'rawaddg Flotilla Compang v, 
'Bugieauiliisfi'^ lays down that the Act is not exhaustive. The 
rulings of the Privy Council cited by tho learned Judge do not 
seem to support the inferences drawn from them. We therefore 
submit that although the Contract Act does not anywhere 
specifically provide for a suit being filed by the vendor for the 
price, it does not by implication or otherwise exclude that 
remedy. Tho Act was passed in 1872 but in the Civil Procedure 
Oode^ of 1882 forms of plaints are given (Forms 10 and 12) for 
a suit by a vendor for the price of goods sold but not accepted 
or taken delivery of by the purchaser. The same forms are 
reproduced in the new Civil Procedure Code of 1908 (Forms 3 
and 6). 


mmanati v. Avd,aW> and 


mg i\aram v. MiU ChaiuW^ 
support the view that a suit for the price can he maintained 
in India, both these cases had been discounted by the learned 
Judge, the first on the ground that it was before the passing of the 
Specific Relief Act 1877, section 21 of which prohibits a suit for 
specific performance of a contract wherein monetary com- 
.pensation would be an adequate relief ; and the second on the 
•^roTOd that it hardly applies to the case. As regards the first case 
Judge’s argument may be met by the answer that 

81?® Rehef Act was not passed lie 

section 21 of tbal Act Was not a bSW ifttg of 

^ 


MSSffii 
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law enacted in 1877 but it was only the codification of the English 
principle or rule of equity then in existence and applicable to 
Courts in British India and secondly the learned Judge does not 
say that section 21 of the Specific Belief Act bars this suit^ but 
says that the Contract Act does not allow it. The decision in 
'BueJianan v. AvialP'^ is after the passing of the Contract Act and 
entitled to weight. As regards section 120 of the Contract Act 
we submit the learned Judge has misuaderstood it. We submit 
that section 120 relates to the cases of what is known in the 
English Law as ^^anticipatory bieach^\ The words in the 
section are refuses to accept’”^ not refuses to take delirery^^ 
If a buyer says that he will not accept the goods sold then the 
vendor is immediately entitled to treat this as a breach of the 
contract^ he need not wait till the time of performance, i the 
taking of the delivery arrives, ho may treat the refusal as a breach 
and may rescind the contract and sue for damages at once, that 
is, he may exercise the power given to him by section 39 of the 
Act ; see illustration (6*) to section 73. But we submit the vendor 
is not bound to do so. He may not choose to rescind the 
contract (the words in section 39 are may put an end to the 
contract) and enforce whatever remedies he has. If for some 
reason the remedy of resale cannot be validly made we sub- 
mit that the vendor is not compelled by the Contract Act to 
rescind the contract ,* for if the learned J udge's view is correct 
it comes to this that a vendor must either resell or if he cannot 
do it he must rescind the contract. We submit the Act does not 
compel him to do so. Nor is section 120 intended to have 
that effect. If he is not bound to rescind and if he has not 
resold or cannot validly resell, it is his remedy to sue for the 
prices. If the Contract Act had not been passed and the English 
Common Law had applied he would certainly have sued for the 
price. Is his right taken away by the Contract Act? As 
stated above the Act not being a consolidation of the law of 
contract but meant only to define some parts thereof we sub- 
mit the right is not taken away. 

Setalvad and Desai for the respondent In India having 
regard to the provisions of the Indian Contract Act if a pur- 
0) am) 15 Ben. L. E. 276. ' 
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cLaser wiongfully refuses to take delivery of the goods the 
vendor of the goods cannot sue the purchaser for the price of 
the goods sold hut not deli\ ered whether the property or the 
goods ha-3 passed to the purchaser or not. The vendor’s only 
remedy is to sue for damages for breach of contract. If the 
vendor has exercised the power reserved to him by section 107 
of the Contract Act and resold the goods on account of the pur- 
chaser the measure of damages would be the difference between 
the contract price and the prices realised at the resale, but if 
the vendor has not exercised or could not exercise the power of 
resale the damages would be the difference between the contract 
price and the market price of the goods at the date of the 
breach. The vendor has no other remedy. We rely on sec- 
tions 120 and 73 of the Indian Contract Act. The Common Law 
of England allowed a vendor to sue for the price of goods bar- 
gained and sold but not delivered when the property in the 
goods had passed to the purchaser and the same rule of law was 
codified by section 49 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1898. When the 
Contract Act was passed in 1872, this rule of the English law 
was not embodied in it. The Contract Act is exhaustive and 
therefore the legislature must be deemed to have excluded this 
remedy in India. 


See GoM Mandar v. Pudmamitid MoTiori Bihee v. 

BJiarmodas Qkose^^K 

Sltatigman in reply. 


Scott, C. J.:— On the 3rd of September 1907 the defendant 
agreed to purchase from the plaintiffs 440 cases of Turkey Red 
goods on the terms of a written contract. Disputes arose as to 


whether the goods tendered by the plaintiffs were equal to sample 
and eventually the defendant agreed to take the goods subject 
to certain allowances. The defendant afterwards failed to take 
i |*Jitery or to pay for the goods and the plaintiffs brought this 
to recover the amount payable under the contract less tihe 
I .faid, allowances amounting with interest <o the date of suit to 

I'f rh*; ii '-i j i i -'i* • 

rilfc) U tl. a; i.-A. 1S6 20is, &> (lOOS) 80 Cal. 539 at p. 64a ' 
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The learned Judge of the lower Oonrfc found that the property 
in the goods had passed to the defendant and that he was bound 
to take delivery and pay for the goods but being of opinion that 
a suit foi damages for breach of contract in not accepting the 
goods was the only remedy open to the plaintiffs and the plaintiffs 
not having proved damages based upon the difference betiveen 
the contract rate and the market rate at the date of the defendant's 
failure to take the goods he dismissed the suit with costs* 

The reasoning by which the learned Judge arrived at the 
conclusion that a suit for the price of goods sold is not maintain- 
able m briefly as follows 

The English Sale of Goods Act^ 1393, explicitly pro\ides that 
where the property has passed to the buyer and he neglects to 
p^y the seller may maintain an action for the price. The Indian 
Contract Act does not contain any such provision. The Indian 
Contract Act is exhaustive of the law of India relating to the sale 
of goods j therefore such an action is since the passing of the 
Indian Contract Act no longer maintainable in India, 

I think it can bo demonstisted that this inference as to the 
intention of the Indian legislature is erroneous. 

Before the passing of the Indian Contract Act wherever a 
consideration was executed for which a debt payable at the time 
of action had accrued due either under an express promise or 
under one implied by law the debt might be sued for in an 
indeliiatm count (Bullen & Leake’s Precedents of Pleadings, 
2nd Edn,, p. 29) , tbu^ the count lay where the consideration 
moving from the seller of goods was executed by his providing 
goods and only the money debt due by the buyer remained. 
The form of count in such a case both in England and in Bombay 
would have been for money payable by the defendant to the 
plaintiffs fur goods bargained and sold by the plaintiffs to the 
defendant. The cause of action was said to sound in debt and 
not in damages. 

Counsel for the respondent in supporting the judgment of the 
lower Court was driven to contend that since the passing of the 
Indian Contract Act the only money claim possible under a 
contract is a claim for damages for breach and that no claim for 
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debt 69/11 arise out of contract. He contended for example that 
a suit for the price of goods sold and delivered which he admitted 
to be maintainable was really a claim for compensation for breach 
of contract# That this *was not the \iew of the legislature is 
appaxmt from the schedule of forms prescribed by section 641 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure of 1888 in which Part A relates to 
claims for debts and liquidated demands mostly aiising out of 
contract and part B to claims for compensation for breach of 
contract# Forms 10 and 12 are forms of plaints for the price of 
goods sold of which delivery has^not been taken. 

In section 128 (/) (i) of the Civil Procedure Oode^ 1998, which 
was passed some months before this suit xvas heard though it did 
not become law until the 1st of January last, it is provided 
rules may be made for siimmaiy procedure in suits In which the 
plaintiif seeks only to recover a debt or liquidated demand in 
money payable by the defendant with or without interest arising 
on a contract express or implied. 

Here we have a reproduction with certain immaterial changes 
due to altered circumstances of the words of section 25 of the 
Common Law^ Procedure Act, 1852, which, as can be demonstrated 
from the forms of pleading in schedule B, Nos, 1 and 36, included 
suits for the price of goods bargained and sold. 

I take it theiefore that in section 128 of the Code of 1908 we 
have legislative recognition that such suits as were maintainable 
in respect of debts at the time of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852, are still maintainable in British India. 


The conclusion is that the Indian Contract Act has not altered 
the law relating to the recovery of debts and liquidated demandsi 

The fact that a party to a contract may under section 89 when 
the other side has refused to perform it put an end to it and 
Hue for compensation for the breach does not oblige him to take 
eburse at his peril ; he may if he prefers it sue to recover 
0^^bt due to him which has arisen from his execution of his 
contract# 

a contract made between the parties the 
|o sell tod the defendants agreed to buy 440 


I w 
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eases of Turkey Ked goods valued at over a Mkh of rupees. The 
defendants on various grounds declined to take the delivery of 
the goods, and the plaintiffs brought this suit to recover the price 
with interest at six per cent. 

Several questions of fact were raised by the defendant at the 
trial and weie all decided by Knight, J., in the plaintiff *s favour j 
with these questions, however, we have no further concern, as the 
lower Oourt^s findings are accepted by counsel foi the respondent. 
It will be enough to observe that the state of facts on which this 
appeal is to be decided is that the defendants had no excuse or 
justification for refusing delivery of the goods offered, and that 
the property in these goods had passed to the defendant. Despite 
these findings the learned Judge conceived himself obliged to 
dismiss the suit on the ground that a suit for the I'ecovery of the 
price was not maintainable j the plaintiff^s sole remedy being a 
claim for compensation in damages estimated at the difference 
between the agreed price and the price at which the plaintiffs 
could have sold the goods to another person. The question to be 
determined is whether this view is correct, or whether the 
plaintiffs are entitled to sue for and recover the full agreed 
price. 

Briefly stated the learned Judge^s opinion is based upon the 
view, urged now by Counsel for the respondents, that the Indian 
Contract Act is exhaustive, and that by virtue of sections 120 
and 73 of the Act the plaintiffs^ sole remedy was a suit for 
compensation for any loss or damage caused to them by the 
defendants^ breach of the contract. It is the admitted fact that 
the Indian Contract Act does not specifically authorise a suit to 
recover the price of goods sold even where the property in the 
goods has passed to the buyer. Moreover, as the learned Judge 
below has pointed out, it has been laid down by their Lordships 
of the Privy Council that the essence of a Code is to be exhaus- 
tive on the matters in respect of which it declares the law, and 
that it is not the province of a Judge to disregard or to go 
outside the letter of the enactment according to its true construe-^ 
tion* See GoM Mandat v Puimanmd Singh tD and the judg- 

(l) (1902) Ij 29 I, A, 196 ji. 202, ^ 


1909. 


P. li. 4 Oq, 



200 


1909 , 


E. & Co. 

V* 

Bbao-win- 

J>AS. 


THE INDIAN LAW EEPORTS. [VOL. XXXIV. 


ment of Lord Herschell in Bmd of Bnglancl v, Fugliam 


The case is carried a step further in M&hori Biiee v. Bharmo* 
dm GAose^^^ where the Judicial Committee in dealing with this 
particular Act pronounce that so far as it goes it is exhaustive 
and imperative. 


Thatj as I understand it, is a fair statement of the case for the 
respondents. The answer to it appears to me to be that this is 
not a suit for compensation upon the breach of the contract, but 
is a suit in debt for money owing. Ex eonmm the property in 
the goods had passed to the buyers, and that being so, the agreed 
price became, I think, a sum of money due and owing to the 
sellers. True, the buyers were guilty of a breach of the contract 
as defined in section 120 oi the Act, but that circumstance did 
not impose on the sellers an obligation to accept the breach and 
sue in damages. It was, I conceive, still open to them to affirm 
the contract and claim the price which had become due under it. 
That remedy, it is admitted, would have been available to them 
in Bombay under the English common law before the introduc** 
tion of the Indian Contract Act of 1872, as it would be available 
to them now in England under section 49 (1) of the Sale of 
Goods Act, 1898. It is uiged that since no such x-emedy is 
provided in the Indian Contract Act, it must be taken to have 
been excluded on those principles oi the construction of a " Code 
to which T have made reference. But the argument is beside 
the point, if my view of the true character of this suit is right, 
for in that case the relief claimed is outside the ambit of section 
73. That section prescribes the method^ of assessing the com- 
pensation due to a plaintiff suing upon a breach of contract, hufc 


it does not affect to extinguish or to limit a plaintiff’s right to 
recover a determined sum due to him upon a contiact which he 
for his part keeps on foot. If that is so, the mere absence from 
^0ie Actof a specific provision giving the remedy of a suit to 
cannot be construed as the distinct legislative 
l^wal of that remedy. Though the debt is, no doubt, 
^ aeontract, it is owing upon a still affirmed conlra4% 

ft i If ^ 

i 1 (t i , 

144-45. (D (1903) 30 Qal. 689 at p, 648, 
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and the suit is in debt and not in damages. Of the principles 
applicable to such a suit there is no reason to suppose that the Con- 
ti act Act is the repository, still less that it is the sol© repository^ 
for the Act does not purport to do more than define and amend 
certain parts ot the law relating to contracts.’^ Further room 
for this opinion is made by the decision of the Privy Council in 
Ifraxoaddy Flotilla Company v. Btigwandass^^^ where their Lord- 
ships say that the Act of 1872 does not profess to be a complete 
Code dealing with the law relating to contracts. . . There is 
nothing to show that the Legislature intended to deal exhaus- 
tively with any particular Chapter or sub-division of the law 
relating to contracts/'* 

As to illustration {h) to section 73, I do not think that it 
advances the case either way, for, first, we aie not told that the 
property in the iron sold had passed to the buyer, B, and, second- 
ly, A^s suit was expressly a suit brought under section 73, and 
the illustration merely describes the method in which the com- 
pensation should be reckoned. 

Then I was much impressed by the Advocate General’s argument 
that even in the case of goods sold and delivered the Act makes no 
provision for a suit to recover the price, though admittedly such a 
suit would be perfectly good. Counsel for the respondents endea- 
vourjed to meet this point by the contention that there the agreed 
price would be identical with the compensation defined in the 
section. That may be so, but I am not the less of opinion that 
the ground of the recoverability would be that the money was a 
debt due upon a contract still subsisting quoad the plaintiff j that 
seems to me both a simpler and a truer account of the case than 
to regard the price as the ^^compensation for lessor damage 
caused which naturally arose in the usual course of things from 
such breach, or which the parties knew, when they made the 
Contract, to be likely to result from the breach of it/** To my 
mind the mere recital of these words of the section suggests that 
it was never intended, and is not appropriate to govern such a 
suit, but has reference only to the question of computing the 
amount a£ damages allowable in a suit where a party damnified 

CM (1891) L. B* 18 1 A. 121 at p. 329| 18 Cal. 020 at p. 628. 
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by a breach of contract seek‘s only to be indemnified. That, I 
think, is not the case here the plaintiffs do not ask the Court to 
assess in money the damage suffered by them in consequence of 
the defendant's breach of the contract * that has already been 
done by the parties themselves, and the plaintiffs only seek to 
obtain that particular sum of money which by the terms of the 
contract is now money belonging to them in the hands of the 
defendants. 

Forms 10 and 12 of Schedule IV of the Code of Civil Procedure 
of 1882, which was in force when the suit was instituted, afford 
further support to the view that the Legislature never intended 
or attempted to invalidate a suit for the price of goods bargained 
and sold. 

The plaintiffs^ suit is admittedly good unless it is prohibited 
by virtue of section 73 of the Contract Act. For the foregoing 
reasons I am of opinion that it is not so prohibited, and I there- 
fore agree that the appeal should be allowed with costs. 

Appeal allowed^ 

Attorneys for appellants* Mems. Fa^ne and Co, 

Attorneys for respondents Messrs. FapUary^ Farreira and 
Ftmn, 

* B, N. L. 
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Before Sir Basil Scott, Kt , Chief Justice , and IB Justice Batchelor. 

PAEASHABAMPAHT SADASHIVPAHT (obiginalPlaotiee), Appellake, 
^ EAMA hn YELLAPPA and akothib (oeigietal Dbeendanps), Bbs- 

POEfUPIJTS * 

Megistratwn Act (III of 1877), sections 17 and iB—Melease^Bommmt 
compuhorily registrahle-^Regist'i aiion hy mistake in a wrong booh — Mistake 
not to affect parties — Document duly registered — indorsement releasing 
mortgaged property for co7isideration m cash^Regishation^ 

A Mease whereby a father tiausfeired all his rights of ownership in his 
and moveable property in favoui of his son was registered not in 


« Second Appeal No* 8 of 1909* 
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Book "No* 1, but in Book No. 4, tbai is to say, not in tlie Book kept foi’ tbe 1^09. 

legistration of documents compulsoiily registiable under section 17 ol tbe 

Eegistiation Act (III of 1877). EAnPAKr 

Meldt that tke release must be considered as having been duly registered. BAMAt 


The fatber^s property was capable of identification and the enor of the registrai* 
in registering the doonment in Book Ho 4 sboald not be allowed to affect the 
paities prejudicially 

&ofab)t JEJdalji v Isimardas Jagjivdndab (i) followed. 

An endorsement made by a mortgagee (on the back of the moitgage-deed) 
releasing the mortgaged propeity in consi delation of a cash payment of Bs 300 
is a document which leqnires legistratlon, and not being legisteied was not 
admissible m evidence either of the ledemptioii of the propeity or of the xeal 
nature of the original transaction between the paities 

Secohb appeal from the decision of A. D. Brown^ Assistant 
Judge of Dharwar, reversing the decree of T. V, Kalsnlkar, 
Subordinate Judge of Hubli. 

The plaintiff sued to recover possession of the land in dispute 
together with mesne profits alleging that the defendant's father 
sold the land to plaintiff^s grandfather Antajipant on the 24th 
March 1879 and that the defendants took wrongful possession 
seven or eight years before suit Tlie suit was filed in May 1904, 

The defendants replied infer aha that the plaintiff had no right 
to institute the suit so long as plaintiflf^s father was alive, that 
the defendants' father mortgaged the land in suit to plaintiff^s 
grandfather on the 24th March 1879 for Bs. 800, that the trans- 
action was really a mortgage though in form a sale, that it was 
orally agreed that Antajipant should enjoy the land for interest 
on Ks, 800, that Antajipant was in possession and enjoyment 
through tenants including the defendants, that the defendants 
redeemed the land on the 2nd October 1894 on payment of 
Rs. 300 to plaintiff^s uncle Dattopant who endorsed the receipt of 
the amount on the back of the deed that since then the defend- 
ants had been in possession as owners. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the sale-deed passed by the 
defendants^ father to the plaintiffs grandfather was not in 
reality a mortgage, that there was no redemption as alleged by 



a) (18P^) P. J., p. 5. 
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... <^1efendants, that the suit was maintainable and that the 
J^AEASHA- plaiotiff was enlitled to reoovei mesne proSts from dale of suit 
to dale of possession. He, therefore, passed a decree awarding 

Rama» the claim for possession with mesne profits. 

With respect to the defendants’ contention that the plaintiff 
was not entitled to maintain the suit because his father was alive 
the Subordinate Judge found that the plaintiff’s father had on 
the 2nd June 1903, passed a release to the plaintiff relinquish- 
ing his rights to the property in plaintiff’s favour. The Snbor- 

dmate Judge made the following observations with reference to 
the release : — 


ane aeienaants_ pleader contended that the release is void as no description of 
the property IS given as stated m section 21 of the Indian Registiation Act 

idenfif but all lands which can be’ 

entifiedwhcnnece,ssa.ybyotherevidence. Defendants’ pleader also contend^ 

that as the release wm registered in book No. 4 and not in book No. 1 it should 
not affect mmoveahle property. I think that the error of the Snh-EegisSr 
shonld not be prejndicial t„ the pnblio and that the release should be consi- 

pT 1892 n 51^ Ja,ji„anclas, 

2 , p. 5). Plaintiff and his father were owners. As plaintiff’s father 


on app«l bj the defendants the Assistant Judge reversed the 
decr» and dismtssed the suit holding that it was bad fo, non- 
joinder „tpl.i„liffs father, that the defendant was entiUed to 
^vethe sae (eshtbil 19) treated as a mortgage andnolhing 
was dne to the plaintifl on account of redemption. The follow- 
ing were some of his reasons : 

Plaintiff claims that nnd« exhibit 38, dated 2nd June 1903 he is the eseln- 
s ve owner of the property m suit and that his father lost all iTitPvoe.+ • ei 
property on the execution of that release 

could not be rfgisicred as a document affecting immoveabte proplrtj!'^" 

The case differs from Acrai/j V. Ii!/5«/7o-r7,y. -p t iD/an > 

' S'S^lTin^teldtfXof thee’nl^y StanI 

It held thatthe inistaksdirLTfa?ahd?te*tS*'''^-t 

dktethe fecttoent should have been entered in Book In ^ 

* accepted for registratm^ jS^^. 
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Nath V. Bheo Sahoy it was Md hj tlie Calcutta Full Bench (18 Gal. 556) that 
a false or insufficient description rendered the registration void. In Narasamrm 
V. Sulharayudib (18 Madras 365) the document appears to have been very 
similar to that in the present case. The esecutaat of the release subse- 
quently sold the land covered by the deed of release. It was held that the 
legistration was not valid against the purchaser. If that is the law, a purchaser 
fiom plaintiff s father would be able to contend successfully that his title was 
not affected by exhibit 38. Plaintiff might be able to enforce the agreement 
against his father, but the record shows that the present plaintiff’s father 
disputes the agreement (exhibit 62) and is in actual possession of a large part 
of the famiij land, as admitted by plaintiff (exhibic 77)- Under these circum- 
stances I find that plaintiffs father is not proved to have parted with his 
interest in the land in suit and should have been made a party to this suit, 

# * . * # ^ 

Ail these reasons seem to justify the conclusion that the transaction was one 
of mortgage. The endorsement on exhibit 49 no being registered the release 
cannot be strictly proved. But in view of the Dekkhan Agriculturists* Belief 
Act the point is not important. Por, if an account be taken, defendants can 
prove the payment of the principal and as nothing then remains due they are 
entitled to possession. 

The plaintiff preferred a second appeal. 

i). A. Khare for the appellant. 

iV Ai, Shive-^hvcirlcaT for the respondents (defendants), 

Scott, 0* J . ; — The plaintiff sued the defendants for possession 
of certain land alleging th'it the defendants^ father had sold it to 
the plaintiff's grandfather in 1879. 

The defendants resisted the claim contending that the alleged 
sale was a mortgage which had been redeemed in 1894 by pay- 
ment of Es, 800 to the plaintiff's uncle Dattopant and that the 
defendants had since then been in possession as owners. 

It was found by both the Courts that the defendants bad been 
in possession as tenants of Dattopant, the plaintiff's uncle, prior 
to 1894, the date of the alleged redemption. 

The defendants set up a case of possession since 1893. The 
suit was filed in May 1904 ; so that upon the defendants' case no 
question of limitation arises. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the defendants' story of 
redemption by payment of Es. 300 in 1894 was false and that 
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the endorsement appearing upon the sale-deed was not a genuine 
endorsement, and passed a decree in favour of the plaintiff for 
possession. 

An appeal was preferred to the Assistant Judge who held first, 
that the plaintiff was not entitled to maintain the suit on the 
ground that he did not prove that he was the exclusive owner of 
the property claimed, since it was not shown that his father^ who 
was still alive, had lost his interest therein ; secondly, he held 
that the deed of 1879, though on its face a sale-deed, was really 
a mortgage, and he came to that conclusion in consequence of the 
weight he attached to the endorsement upon the sale-deed pur- 
porting to be made by Dattopant admitting the receipt of 
Es. 300 in 1894 and releasing the property. He therefore came 
to a different conclusion on the question of fact to that arrived 
at by the Subordinate Judge and in second appeal we are, so far 
as his finding upon the facts is material, bound to accept his 
decision. We will take the two points decided in favour of the 
defendants in order. 

The plaintiff claims to he entitled to maintain this suit alone 
without the co-operation of his father by reason of a release 
executed by his father in his favour on the 2nd June 1903 
whereby he became the owner of the whole of the property in 
suit. By that document his father purported to transfer to him 
all his rights of ownership which he had in his immoveable and 
moveable property. The document was presented for registra- 
tion and was accepted by the Registrar but it was registered not 
in Book No. 1 but in Book No. 4, that is to say, not in the Book 
kept for the registration of documents compulsorily registrable 
under section 17 of the Registration Act. It is on the ground of 
the want of registration that the defendants contend that the 
plaintiff cannot be held to be the sole owner of the property in 
question assuming that his case is in other respects a true one, 
The learned Subordinate Judge held that the error of the Sub- 
!^ l^|^etrar ought not to prejudice members of the public and that 
rdease should be considered to be duly registered upon the 
of Sorahji Edalji v, Mwardm dagUvmtda$^^\ fi[is 
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decision npon the point was reversed by the Assistant Judge 
relying upon the case of £mj Naih Tewari v. Sh 0 o 
and Narammma v* StMarayndti^^^K 

In onr opinion the view taken by the Subordinate Judge should 
prevail* The property of the plaintiff^s father is capable of 
identification, and the case in so far as it involves a discussion of 
the applicability of sections 21 and 22 of the Eegistration Act is 
on all fours with that of Narasimha Na^amvam v, Ramalmgama 
which it was held that the words my family property 
were sufficiently precise to entitle the document to registration# 
The error of the Sub-Registrar in registering the document in Book 
No. 4} instead of Book No# 1 should not be allowed to prejudice 
the plaintiff. In this connection the remarks of their Lordships 
of the Privy Council in Sa//^ Mukhm Lall Famla^ v# 8ah KooncUn 
are appropriate. Their Lordships say : — 

« Now, considering that the registration of all conveyances of 
immoveable property of the value of Rs. 100 or upwards is by 
the Act rendered compulsory, and that proper legal advice is not 
generally accessible to persons taking conveyances of land of 
small value, it is scarcely reasonable to suppose that it was the 
intention of the Legislature that every registration of a deed 
should be null and void by reason of a non-compliance with the 
provisions o£ sections 19, 21 or 36, or other similar provisions. 
It is rather to be inferred that the Legislature intended that 
such errors or defects should be classed under the general words 
defect in procedure^ in section 88 of the Act, so that innocent 
and ignorant persons should not be deprived of their property 
through any error or inadvertance of a public officer, on whom 
they would naturally place reliance. If the registering officer 
refuses to register, the mistake may be rectified upon appeal 
under section 83, or upon petition under section 84, as the case 
may bei; but if he registers where he ought not to register, 
innocent persons may be misled, and may not discover, until it 
is too late to rectify it, the error by which, if the registration is 
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in consequence of ifc to be treated as a nullity, they naay be 
deprived of their just rights.” 

We, therefore, hold as was held in the case of Somlji JEddji v. 
Ishmardm Jagjivandm^^\ above referred to, that the document 
must be considered as having been duly registered. It follows, 
therefore, that the plaintiff is entitled to maintain this suit 
alone. 

The next point to be considered is whether the Assistant Judge 
was justified in admitting as evidence the endorsement purport- 
ing to be made by Dattopant releasing the propeity in consider- 
ation of a payment of Rs 300 in 1891. It is clear that a release 
in consideration of a payment of Pts. 300 is a document which 
requires registration and this endorsement has not been register - 
ed. The learned Assistant Judge seems to have been awaie of 
the difficulty, for, he says 'Hhe eiidoisement on Exhibit 49 not 
being registered the release cannot be strictly proved. But in 
view of the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief Act the point is not 
important. For, if an account be taken, defendants can prove 
the payment of the principal and as nothing then remains due 
they are entitled to possession/^ These remarks appear to bo 
irrelevant because it was not proved in the case that the defend- 
ants were agriculturists to whom the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ 
Relief Act applied. 

We, therefore, hold that having regard to the provisions of 
section 49 of the Registration Act, the endorsement was not 
admissible in evidence of either the redemption of the property 
or the real nature of the original transaction between the parties 
That being so, we reverse the decree of the lower appellate 
Court and restore that of the Subordinate Judge with costs 
throughout. 


(1) (1892) P 
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APPELLA.TE OIYIL. 


Before S'lr Basil Scoii, Kt*i Ch^ef Justice, and Mr Justice Batchelor 

JETHABHAI KEYALBHAI (obiginal EBBEjrBAKT), Appellant, CHOTA- 
LAL OHUXILAL anp anotheb (obiginal Plaintipis), Besponpents,^ 

Will — BMcutor ^Testator* s dtrechon to cau^ on Ins trade — Loss suffered in 
the course of the business — Mortgage-^Liabihty of the executor — Testaio/s 
assets liable 

One Gordliaiidas made a will and died leaving inm surviving lii& widow, a 
dangMer and her hu^^band and two giaiids^ns by the daiigbfei. Under tbo will 
the testator appointed bis widow and tbe daughter’s husbai d executiix and 
executor and directed among other things that in oidei to peipetuatehls name 
his business should be caiiied on by the executor so long as it could be earned 
on at a good profit but, should it appeal that the trade will sufitr so as to destioy 
his 1 eputation, the executor should stop it At the time of hi . death the testa- 
tor possessed a cotton ginning factoiy. The execu^oi and executrix 

carried on the business in the testatoi s name for some time and haring found 
that laige liabilities were in cm red m the couise o£ the busmens the factory was 
mortgaged to J- with possession. The mortgage was executed by the testator’s 
widow as owner of the fiiin of Gordhandas and by her daughter. The fact 
of the will was denied in the mortgage conveyance. The ladies executed the 
mortgage by affixing their marks and their names were written by the executor. 
J. sued the moiigagor ladies and the executor to recover the mortgage-debt and 
obtained a deciee The executor died while the suit was pending. The mort- 
gage pioperty was sold under J’s decree and was purchased by him at the oou.it- 
s^lc In the meanwhile the beneficiaries undoi the will, that is, the two grand- 
sons of the testator and the sons of the deceased executor, bi might a suit against 
J. for a declaiation that the piopeity was not liable to be sold under the defend- 
ant’s moi tgage-deciee and that the defendant had obtained by his pui chase no 
rij^ht as against the plaintiffs’ rights m the pioperty. 

Meld^ dismissing the suit, that the moitgage was by one member of the firm, 
with the consent and informal co-operation of the undisclosed partner, the 
executor, who had the implied authority of the testator to deal with the factory 
in the ordinary cotiise of business The inoitgage was therefore valid and 
binding on the executor as principal. 

Juggemmdas Meeha Shah v. Eamdas Srijboohun^Basi^'^ followed. 

A mortgage by a tiader under a testamentary trust of the testator’s property 
is refetrable to his imphed authority as a tiustc© and not to his position 
as executon 


im 

October 6* 
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Divi^i V. followed* 

An executor carrying on tlie trade of Ms testator under a testamentary trust 
13 liable personally to tbe tade creditors and is entitled to use as a trader tbo 
trade assets of tlie testatox. He does not Tiolate his trust by carrying on the 
trade in conjunction with his co-executor who is not named as a trade trustee. 

The tiustee, though personally liable for the debts which he contracts in the 
Course of his business, has a right to be paid’oufe of the specific assets appropriated 
for that purpose and the trade creditors are not to be disappointed of payment 
so far as the assets so appropriated are concerned. 

SICOND appeal from the decision of W. Baker, District Judge 
of Surat, reversing the decree of J. E. Modi, First Class Sub- 
ordinate Judge. 

Suit for a declaration. 

One Gordhandas Ambaidas died on the 8rd June 1896 after 
having made a will dated the 27th May 1896. He left him 
surviving his widow, Fulkore, a daughter, Eukhmini, and her 
husband, Ohunilal, and two grandsons by Eukhmini and Ohunilal, 
namely, Chotalal and Maganlal In his will Gordhandas 
appointed Fulkore and Ohunilal managers of his estate and gave 
his property to Fulkore for her life and after her to the two 
grandsons. Paragraph 7 of the will ran thus : — 

At piesenti am carrying 6n my trade (and) business in cotton — 
in seed, cotton, gin(ning-busine&s), dealings and transactions, dec. — in my (own) 
name j and aftei my death, the rame shall, in older to perpetuate my name, be 
continued (to be cairied on) in my name by my son-in-law Ohunilal Tnbhu- 
wandas, and such tiade shall be continued (to be cained on) so long as it could 
be (sarried on at good profit. Should it appear that the trade would suffei in 
such a way as to destroy my name (leputation) the said Ohunilal Tnbhuwan 
shall cease to carry on trade in my name because it is my wish that zt should 
not so happen after my death as to injuie my name in any way. The said 
Ohunilal Trihhuwan is even at piesent carrying on the vahivat in respect of my 
trade and business. He is acquainted (with the same) in every way. 

Ohunilal and Fulkore accordingly carried on the business of 
tlifi testator in his name as the Mrm of Gordhandas Ambaidas for 
^pne time and having incurred liabilities in the course of their 
; iAlhagehient they mortgaged with possession a ginning factory 
of the testator to one Jeihabhai Kevaldas for Rs. 13,000. The 

‘ 0) (1883) IS Li E, I*. 45 at p. 62. 
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mortgage was dated 29tli February 1899 and was executed by 
Fulkore and her daughter Rukhmini. They executed the docu- 
ment by affixing their marks, and their names were written by 
ChunilaL The document denied the fact of the will in the 
following terms ; — 

Further we have not moitgaged, sold or made a gift of the said pioperty to 
any other person. Similaily the deceased Goidhandas Ambaidas also has not 
made a gift of, or sold the said mortgaged property or any other property 
belonging to himself . nor has the said deceased made even any will of his own 
pioporty. Consequently no peison other than ourselves has a right (and) claim 
to the same j noi has any one a part or shaie therein. In spite of this should 
any mortgagee, claimant or co-sharer or any other person come forward and lay 
claim or title, we shall he duly responsible for the same. 

The signatures of the two ladies were written thus : — 

The signature of Bai Fulkore, widow of Goidhandas Amhaidas and owner of 
the Firm of Goidhandas Amhaidas ; I agree to what is wiitten above* The 
handwriting is that of Chunilal Tribhuvandas. The signature is made at the 
request of tho Bai ; and the Bai has made the maik with her own band. 

The signature of Bai Rukhmini, daughter of Gordhandas Amhaidas. I agree 
to what is written above. The handwriting is that of Chunilal Tribhuvandas. 
The signature is made at the request of the Bar , and the Baibas made the mark 
with her own hand 

In the year 1900 the mortgagee Jetliabhai brought a suit, 
No. 158 of 1900, on the mortgage against Fulkore and Rukhmini 
and also against Chunilal as executor of the will of Gordhandas 
to recover the mortgage-debt and while the said suit was pending 
Rukhmini brought a suit, No, 171 of 1900, against the mortgagee 
Jethabhai for the cancellation of the mortgage on the ground 
that it was not binding on her or her sons. The latter suit was 
dismissed. While the mortgagee’s suit was pending, defendant 
Chnnilal died and the mortgagee obtained a decree against 
J^ulkore and Rukhmini for the recovery of the mortgage-debt, 
namely Bs. 13,000, from the surviving defendants and, in 
defa|xlt of payment by them within six months, by the sale 
of fihe mortgaged property. The decree was dated the 21st 
Ifoyember 1902. , 

On the 23rd August 1903 Chotalal and Maganlal, the two 
grandsons of Gordhandas, brought the present suit against 
Jethabhai, alleging inkr aim that the defendant had knowledge 
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of the fact aiul the contents of the wdl of GordhanJas because 
he was instrumental in getting it executed^ that the defendant's 
conduct in taking the mortgage from the two ladies was frau- 
dulent and that the plaintiff fiuther impeached the mortgage 
hecaube (1) it was not for a consideration binding on the estate 
of the testator, (2) the will gave no power to any one to make 
such alienation to the detiimcnt of the plaintiffs^ reveisionary 
lights and (8) the plaintifis^ maintenance depended upon the 
mortgaged factoiy and theie was no other propeity available for 
the purpose. 

The plaintiffs^ therefore^ prayed for a declaration that the 
property was not liable to be sold under the defendant's moitgage 
decree and for an injunction restraining the defendant from selling 
the property or in the alternative, it the sale was allowed to 
take place, for a declaration that the sale was to hold good only 
dining the life-time oi JFulkore and even then w^as subject to the 
plaintiffs^ right for maintenance and that after Fulkore^s death, 
the plaintiffs were the full owners of the property. 

The Court of jSrsb instance, the District Court and the High 
Courts having declined to grant an inteilocutoiy cider staying 
the sale, the property was sold pending the hearing of the suit 
and was purchased by the defendant. Owing to this circum- 
stance, the plaintiff asked for a further declaration that the 
defendant had obtained by his purchase no right against the 
plaintiffs' afoicsaid rights in the property. 

Hie defendant SLUhv^eved inter alia that the plaintiffs' mother 
Eukhmini having failed in her suit, No. 171 of 1900, which she 
had filed for herself and on behalf of her minor sons (the present 
plaintifis) for the cancellation of the mortgage, the present suit 
was not filed by the plaintiffs in good faith and they should not 
be allowed to prosecute it, that the defendant had meiely attested 
the will of Gordhandas and did not know the contents thereof, 
t^at Chunilal, Fulkore and Eukhmini fraudulently concealed the 
and represented to the defendant, that the will was destroyed 
hf the deceased during his life-time, that the deceased was 
indebted at the time of his death and for the purpose of paying 
off his debts as well as those incurred after his death Fulkore 
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and Ruklimim borrowed Rs. 13^000 from the defendant on the 
mortgage of the faclory, that the mortgage-debt being incurred 
by Ohunilal^ Fulkore and Bukhmini for carrying on the trade 
and for the benefit of the family was valid, that it was not time 
that the plaintiffs had no means of subsistence and that the 
claim was time-barred. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the suit was not time-barred 
as the plaintiffs were minors when the suit was filed^ that the 
mortgage transaction was not brought about by any fraud on the 
part of the defendant^ that the deciee in the defendant's suifc^ 
No* 158 of 1900, was binding on the plaintiffs so far as their 
rights were concerned under the will and was also binding on the 
estate of the testator, that the defendant was intoimed that the 
will had been destioyed, that the suit was brought in good faith, 
that the defendant was an alienee who took in good faith and 
that the plaintiffs were not entitleil to any relief. The suit was 
therefore dismis'^ed. 

On appeal by the plaintiffs the District Judge found that the 
moitgage was not valid. He therefore le versed the decree and 
granted relief to the plaintiffs in the following terms • 

I reverse the finding of the lower Conrt and giant the dechiation sought for, 

5 that the alien ition to defendant holds good only during the life- time of 
Fnikore, and is subject to plaintiffs’ right of maintenance, that plaintiffs aio 
the f nil own ex s of the piopeifcyand tliu defendant had obtained byhxs pxu- 
chase no lights against the plaintiffs’ above-mentioned rights in the propoifcy* 

In view of the fact tint I hive found that the defendant was not a paity to 
the fraud and was without notice of the will, and that he is not to blame for 
the injustice done to the minors, I think it would be haid to saddle him with 
the costs of this suit. I therefore direct that e leh party should bear its own 
Costs. 

In the judgment the District Judge made the following 
observations ; — 

From the evidence recorded it appeal s that ffoidhan oxved some money at the 
time of Ms death, and that affcei his death further laige liabilities weie incurred 
by Fulkore and Chunilal m the conduct of his business. The will contains a 
prohibition of alienation, but it aho contains a direction to carry on the testa* 
tor’s business but not as to incur a loss* 

In this connection reference is made on behalf of appellants to Williams on 
. ISjEecutors (9th edition), Yolume 2, pages 1664, 1681, 1684, 181% 1909. 
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It is argued tliat the executor wlio carries on the business of the testator 
mahes himself personally liable for all debts so contracted and it makes no 
difference that he avowedly acts as executor (page 1816)* The remedy of a 
creditor of the business for a debt incurred since the death of the testator is 
against the executor peisonally and not against the estate of the deceased. But 
when the executor properly caines on the business of the deceased, he is entitled 
to be indemnified out of the assets, which are authorized to be, or can be other* 
wise properly applied for the pui poses of the business (page 1900), 

Again executors have no authority in law to carry on the ti*ade of the testator 
and if they do so, unless under the protection of the Coiirb of Chancery, they 
run great risk, even though the will contains a direction that they should con- 
tinue the business of the deceased. If the trade be beneficial the profits are 
applicable to the purposes cf the trust and if it proves a losing concern the 
executor, on failure of assets, will be personally responsible for the debts con- 
tracted in the business since the testator’s death (page 1682). In the present 
case we have a direction in the will that the executors should carry on the 
business of the testator, but on page 1089 of Williams there is a case reported 
very similar tothe'’piesent one (M Wei/ lie Acton 4 Be G. M. and G. 744) in 
which it was held that a direction in a will that the testator’s trade shall he 
carried on, does not of itself authorize the employment in the trade of more of 
the testator’s property than was employed in it at his decease ; nor does such a 
direction coupled with a direction that the testator’s debts shall be paid, autho- 
rize a mortgage of his real estate, not employed at his death in the trade, for 
the purposes of cariying it on. 

It might he argued that in the present case the ginning factory was employed 
in the trade, but in view of the prohibition of alienation in the will and of the 
principles referred to above, I think that Tulkore as executor had no authority 
to mortgage the property in dispute for the debts incurred in carrying on her 
husband’s business, and though the tiansaction may be binding on her, a point 
which has been already judicLilly decided and with which we are not now 
concerned, in my Judgment she had no authority as executor to bind the minors 
and, viewed from this standpoint, the transaction is not binding on them# 

The defendant preferred a second appeal. 

CoT/aji with Jy. A. Shah for the appellant (defendant). 

Seiahad with M. N, Mehta for the respondents (plaintiffs). 

SOOTT, 0. J. The material facts of this case are as follov7s :~ 
Qordhan Ambaidas died in June 1896 leaving him surviving his 
wife Fulkore, his daughter Bukhmini^ her husband Ohunilal and 
Iwo grandson^ children of Ohunilal. 
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By his will, dated the 27th of May 1896, he appointed Ohunilal 
and Fulkore his executor and executrix and, after charging 
his estate with the maintenance of his widow, daughter and 
grandsons and providing for the performance of certain funeral 
ceremonies, directed that his business in cotton, cotton-seed and 
cotton-ginning should, in order to perpetuate his name, he carried 
on by Ohunilal so long as it could be carried on at a good profit 
but should it appear that the trade would suffer so as to destroy 
his reputation Ohunilal should stop it. The testator then gave 
his widow Fulkore a life-interest in all his property with a 
prohibition against alienation with remainder as to his property 
which might remain over after her death to his grandsons. 

At the time of his death the testator possessed inter alia a 
cotton-ginning factory at Sabergaum in the Surat District which 
was used in his business. 

After his death Ohunilal and Fulkore carried on the business 
in the testator’s name. In February 1899 having, as is found 
by the lower appellate Court, incurred large liabilities in the 
conduct of the business they mortgaged the ginning factory 
with possession to the defendant Jethabhai for Es. 18,000 and 
interest thereon at 9 per cent, per annum. The mortgage, in 
consequence perhaps of a desire on the part of Ohunilal to escape 
liability as a mortgagor, was executed by Fulkore described 
“ as owner of the firm of Gordhandas Ambaidas dealing in 
cotton ” and Eukhmini described as " daughter of Gordhandas 
Ambaidas of the same estate.” The ladies executed the mortgage 
by affixing their marks, and their names were written by ^ 
Ohunilal. The mortgage was attested hy four witnesses. 

The mortgage stated that the deceased Gordhandas had not 
made any will of his property and consequently no one but the 
ostensible mortgagors had any right or claim to the same. The 
consideration was stated to be received as follows Es. 6,909-3-S 
claimable by the firm of Motibhai Ambaidas from the firm of 
Gordhandas Ambaidas paid off by the defendant ; Rs. 2,709 
riaiinable by Jagjivandas Bhagwandas from the aforesaid firm 
j jp^Mtty the defendant ; Bs. 764-8-0 claimable by Motibhai Ijalbhai 
said firm paid by the defendant ; and Es. 2,616-4-9 
order to pa^ off other debts of the firm, , „ 
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The lower appellate Court has found that the consideration 
was paid substantially as stated in the mortgage-deed and that 
the defendant was deceived by the misrepresentations of Fulkore, 
Chunilal and Rukhmini into the belief that the will of the 
testator had been destroyed. 

In the year 1900 the defendant brought a suit on the mortgage 
against Fulkore and Rukhmini, Chunilal being joined as a 
defendant as executor under the will. About the same time 
Rukhmini, without joining her sons as parties, sued the present 
defendant for a declaration that the mortgage did not affect her 
rights or those of her sons. Her suit was dismissed for want 
of parties, but in the mortgagee’s suit a decree was in November 
1902 passed in favour of the present defendant against Fulkore 
and Rukhmini, Chunilal having died pendente hte. The decree 
was for payment of Rs. 13,551 and interest at 9 per cent, per 
annum and costs, and in default of payment within six months, 
for sale of the mortgaged propeity. It was confirmed on appeal 
to this Court. The property was sold under the decree and was 
purchased by the mortgagee for Rs. 11,000, leaving a balance 
due to him of upwards of Rs. 8,000, The present suit was 
instituted by the sons of Chunilal before the sale took place 
praying for a declaration that the property was not liable to 
be sold under the mortgage decree and for an injunction 
restraining the defendant from selling the property or in the 
alternative, if the sale was allowed to take place, then for a 
declaration that the alienation was to hold good only for and 
during the life-time of Fulkore and even then was subject to the 
plaintiffs’ right of maintenance and that after Fulkore’s death 
the plainiffs were the full owners of the property. 

As the Court of first instance, the District Court and this 
Court successively declined to grant an interlocutory order 
staying the sale, the plaintiffs added a prayer for a further 
declaration that the defendant has obtained by his purchase no 
rights against the plaintiffs’ rights in the property. In the first 
. Court the Subordinate Judge dismissed the suit, but in the 
. Distnct Court the decree was reversed and a declaration was 
alienation holds good only during the life-time 
Fulkore and is subject to the plaintiffs’ right of maintenance 
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that the plaintifi& are the full owners of the property, and that 
the defendant has obtained by his purchase no rights against 
the plaintiffs’ rights in the property. 

From this decree the defendant has appealed. 

Although both Fulkoreand Chunilal were joined as party 
defendants to the mortgage suit, it has not been contended that 
the estate and the beneficiaries are bound by the mortgage 
decree. ® 

For the respondent it has not been suggested that the 
continuance of the business was unauthorised in the events 
which had happened. Chunilal was indeed under the will the 
only person who could decide whether or not the business should 
be stopped. 

It is well established that an executor carrying on the trade of 
his testator under a testamentary trust is liable personally to 
the trade creditors and is entitled to use as a trader the trade 
assetsof the testatoi. He does not violate his trust by carrying 
on the trade in conjunction with his co-executor who is not named 
as a trade trustee. 

In Ex pen ie OudaneP'^ Lord Eldon, discussing the position of 

an executor carrying on his testator’s trade under such a trust, 

said : The case of the executor is very hard. He becomes 
liable, as personally responsible, to the extent of all his own 
property ; also, in his person ; and as he may be proceeded against, 
as a bankrupt ; though he is but a trustee. But he places himself 
in that situation by Ms own choice ; judging for himself, whether 
it is fit and safe to enter into that situation, and contract that 

sort of responsibility As to creditors, subsequent to the death 

of the testator it is admitted, they have the whole fund, that 

is embarked in the trade ; and in addition they have the personal 
responsibility of the individual, with whom they deal ; the only 
security in ordinary transactions of debtor and creditor. They 
have something very like a lien upon the estate, embarked in the 
trade. They have not a lien upon anything else ; nor have 
creditors in other cases a lien upon the effects of the person, with 
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whoia they deal ; though, through the equity^ a£> to the applica- 
Jktkabhai tion of the joint and separate estates to the joint and separate 
OEOTALiii debts respectively, they work out that lien/’ 

lixpaite Butterjleld shows that the introduction into the 
buaine&s by the trustee executor of a co-executor not authorised 
to carry on the trade does not affect the rights of the trade 
creditors. In that case a sole trader directed by his will that it 
should be lawful for his widow to employ £6,000 in continuing 
bis business and he appointed her and his son executors. After 
the testator’s death his widow and son continued his business 
and became bankrupt. A person beneficially interested in the 
assets which had been employed by the bankrupts sought to 
prove in respect thereof against their joint estate but it was held 
that to the extent of ^£6,000 no such proof could be allowed, for 
the employment of the £C,000 was authorised by the will. 

The nature of the trade creditor’s right against the assets 
properly employed by a trust trader is thus stated by Sir George 
Jessel in In re “The creditor who trusts the executor 

has a right to say ‘I had the personal liability of the man I trusted, 
and I have also a right to be put in his place against the assets ; 
that is, I have a light to the benefit of indemnity or lien which 
he has against the assets devoted to the purposes of the trade.’ 
The first right is his general right by contract, because he 
trusted the trustee or executor ; he has a personal right to sue 
him and to get judgment and make him a bankrupt. The second 
right is a mere corollary to those numerous eases in Equity in 
which persons are allowed to follow trust assets. The trust 
assets having been devoted to carrying on the trade, it would not 
be right that the ee&tm rjtie trnt should get the benefit of the 
trade without paying the liabilities ; the Court puts 

the creditor, so to speak, as I understand it, in the place of the 
trustee.” 

In StrieEand v. Lord Selborne, referring to Mx parie 

^Mwlmd and Ese parte Johnson, the principle to be that 
trustee though personally liable for the debta which he 

li u , 

^ He Gex. 670. (1880) 15 Oh. D. Sm ai p. 

^ a684>88Ch.I>,246atp.248. 



VOL. XXXtY.] 


BOMBAY SERIES. 


219 


contracts in the course of the business, has a right to be paid out 

of the specific assets appropriated for that purpose and the trade Jeotabhai 
creditors are not to be disappointed of payment so far as the 
assets so appropriated are concerned. 

If this principle is borne in mind, a brief re-statement of the 
main facts of this case will show that the plaintiffs^ suit 
must fail. 

Ohunilal, the trust trader, in conjunction with his co-exeeutrix 
Fulkore, lawfully carries on the testator’s business and employs 
thei’ein the trade assets. In order to pay off trade debts he 
obtains money from the defendant on the security of the ginning 
factory used in the business. The ginning factory is worth less 
than the sum advanced by the defendant. The plaintiffs, as 
beneficiaries of the testator, seek to deprive the defendant of the 
benefit of the assets so come into his possession. 

The argument advanced on behalf of the plaintiffs was really 
an attempt to take advantage of the fraud perpetrated on the 
defendant by the plaintiffs’ father who was personally liable for 
the debts which the defendant was induced to pay off. It was 
argued that the defendant took nothing by the mortgage since 
the ostensible mortgagors as wido'w and daughter took no interest 
in the property, Gordhandas having died testate : that Fulkore’s 
interest as beneficiary under the will was subject to a restraint 
upon alienation : and that as execufciix^she could only mortgage 
the testator’s property in conjunction with her co-executor 
Ohunilal because she had not taken out probate and so could not 
act alone under section 92 of Act V of 1881, In our opinion 
the existence of the mortgage-deed strengthens rather than 
weakens the defendant’s case. 

The mortgage was by one member of the firm with the consent 
and informal co-operation of the undisclosed partner Ohunilal 
who had the implied authority of the testator to deal with 
the ginning factory in the ordinary course of business. The 
inortgage was therefore valid and binding on Ohunilal as 
^irinripal : see Juggeewmclas Ee^Ha Shah v. Eandm JBrijboohm^' 

A mortgage by a trader under a testamentary trust of 
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the testator’s factory is referable to his implied authority as a 
trustee and not to his position as executor. See the judgment 
of May, 0. J., in BeviU v. Kearne^^^K 
We set aside the decree of the District Court and dismiss the 
suit with costs throughout on the plaintiffs. 

decree sei mide* 

a. B. B* 

(1) (18S3)13L.B.Ir.45atp.52. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Sir Basil Seotl^ KU^ Chief Justice^ mid Mr. Justice Batchelor* 
SIVLAL JETIIABHAI, Plaintiif, BHIKHA EAMJAN, Defenbaxt.* 

Behhhan Agriculturists' Belief Act {XVII of 1879)^ sections 12 and 18 — 

Betrosjpectivo effect — Indebtedness ejiisting at the date of the passing of 

the Act as loeU as future indebtedness* 

The plaintiff sued to recover fiom tlie defendant a certain sum clue on a 
money bond, dated the 17th May 1904. The suit was cognizable by the Court 
in its Small Cause jurisdiction. The bond sued on was passed in adjustment 
of an existing debt which itself was the balance due on previous advances. Some 
of the provisions including sections 12 and 13 of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ 
Belie! Act (XVII of 1879) were made applicable to the distiiot on the 15th 
August 1905 and the present suit was filed on the 26th March 1909. As the 
sevoial advances which led to the bond were prior in date to the application of 
the provisions of the Dekkhan Agriculturists* Belief Act (XYII of 1879) to 
the district, the following question arose : — 

” Whether section 13 of the Dekkhan Agricultuiists* Belief Act (XVII of 
1879) IS retiospoctive so as to apply to the case of tiansactions entered into 
before the date of its extension to the distiict but the suit in respect of which 
is instituted after that date ? 

Meld in the afiSrmative that section 13 of the Act is retrospective. 

Sections 12 and 18 of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act (XVII of 1879) 
that it was the intention of the legislature to open up all transactions between 
tU parties having a bearing upon the claim out of which the suit aiises from 
T^y commencement. This is one of the means adopted by the legislature 
^ intention expressed in the preamble of relieving the agricub 

indebtedness msling at the date of the passing Of the Aci 
lutae indelbtedncss. 

• civil BefMneeHo. 5 1909# 
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Refebekoe under Order XLVI, Rule T of the Civil Procedure 
Code (Act V of 1908), by J. N. Bhatt, Subordinate Judge of 
Borsad in the Ahmedabad District. 

Small Cause suit. 

The plaintiff sued the defendant, who was an agriculturist, to 
recover Rs. 48 including interest due on a money bond for Rs. 31, 
dated the 17th May 1904, passed in adjustment of an existing 
debt. The original advances amounted to Rs. 21-8-9 in 1896 
and they were followed by further advances. 

Section 13 and several other sections of the Dekkhan Agri- 
culturists' Relief Act (XVII of 1879) were extended to the 
Ahmedabad District on the 15th August 1905 and the present 
suit was instituted on the 26th March 1909. 


1909. 
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As the advances which resulted in the passing of the bond 
were made before the application of sections 12 and 18 of the 
Act to the Ahmedabad District, the Subordinate Judge referred 
the following question for an authoritative decision under Order 
XLVI, Rule I of the Civil Procedure Code (Act V of 1908) :~ 

Whether section IS of the Dekkhan Agriculturists' Relief 
Act is retrospective so as to apply to the case of transactions 
entered into before the date of its extension to this district but 
the suit in respect of which is instituted after that date ? " 

The opinion of the Subordinate Judge was in the affirmative. 
In making the reference he observed as follows 

If section 13 weie to apply and account taken in the manner laid dovpn 
by it the plaintifF cannot recover more than Rs. 26-8-0. If it were not to 
apply, the plaintiff would be entitled to lecover Bs. 48, the full amount of 
the claim. 


The plaintiiff’s pleader I’elying on I.» h. R» 31 Bom. 630 contends 
follows 

1* As section 13 of the Dekkhan Agricitlturists* Belief Act is held not to be 
retrospective, it cannot apply to the case of a transaction entered into before 
the date of its extension to this distiict, notwithstanding the fact that the suit 
was instituted considerably after the date of the extension of the section. 

Full Bench ruling in 1. 1. B. 31 Bom. 630 decides that the last sixteen 
I1|^pr% in section 13 of the Dekkhan Agricultniists' Relief Act ‘and secondly 
yiewto taking an account between such parties iu manner herein- 
l|foyided|' {and seotions 13 and 71 A are not retiospective and do 
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not apply to suits instituted before the Dekkban Agriculturists* Belief 
Act came into force* ^Ms is the rationale of tb© decision as appears from 
tbe fact that when the case was being argued, Cbanda'varkar, remarked 
that the sections in question did not merely affect proceduie but that they 
affected rights and so could not have retrospective effect* Knight, J., also 
said that the taking of account might be a matter of a procedure but that 
the enforcing of accounts was not* These remarks in effect upheld the 
opinion of the Subordinate Judge at Thana to the effect that the provisions 
ill question should not have ‘‘ retiospeetive effect or apply to pending 
suits,” as the creditor had (eitaiii vested rights under the law in force 
before the extension of the Bekkhan Agiicultuilsts* Relief Act. 

2. There is no reason wliy the case of a pending suit should be dlstin« 
guished from one in respect of which no suit was pending, if the trans- 
actions in both the cases were entered into befoie the date of the applica- 
tion of the Act. Broom in his Legil Maxims (page 24, 7th Edition) when 
discussing the maxim «Kova coiistitutio futuiis formam imponeie debet 
non pristeritis” says that #^ery statute which takes away or impairs a 
vested right aeqaired under existing laws, or creates anew obligation, or 
imposes a new duty, or attaches a new disability, in respect of trans- 
actions or considerations already past, must be deemed retrospective in its 
operation,” This is the meaning of the word letrospecUve. There is no 
reason, therefore, why L L. B. 31 Bom. 030 should not apply to this case. 

S. Even a statute against wagering contracts was held not to apply 
retrospectively to such contiacts entered into before the statute came 
into force, as appears fiom tlie following passage at page 211 in L L, B. 
2 Bom. 148 1 — 

‘‘Hence in Moon v. Durden (2 Ex. 22) the majority of the Comt held that a 
right of action fully acquired before the passing of the Wager’s Act was not 
extinguished by the words, ‘no action shall be bi ought or maintained* 
on a wager. The public interest was manifestly the motive of the law, yet 
|Ls between piivate parties it was not allowed to affect the consequences of 
acts not at the time they were entered on, foibidden, and capable in them- 
selves at the time of generating a legal right and corresponding obligation,*’ 

4. On the analogy of rules contained in clauses C and E and the Iasi 
paragraph of section 6 o£ the General Clauses Act (X of 1897) the plaintiff 
has a vested right to have his case decided accoiding to law as it existed 
before the coming into force of sections 12, 13 and 7l A of the Dekhhan Agii- 
pnlturlsts’ Belief Act in this District. 

The defendant who is in gaol was not represented by a pleader, owing 
probably to poverty. The Government Pleader leprcsented the plaintiff 
M mieus curim Mr. BL-mabhai aigued the case for the defendant 
follows 
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1. The ruling in qiiestioii (L L. B« 31 Bombay 630) is not correct# Look- 
ing to the course of decisions as to the retrospectivity of section 174 of the 
Bengal Tenancy Act, time p oiild come for overruling this decision. The 
question whether section 174 of the Bengal Tenancy Act was restrospectivcy 
•was hist ans^Yered in the negative by a Pull Bench, of the Oalciitta High Court 

u in I. L. B. l4 Cah 686 on the ground that that section conferred upon judg- 
ment- del >tors a new right which they did not possess under the old Act. 
But this decision was held wrong by anotlur Full Bench in L L. E. 22 Cal, 
767 which also upset another Full Bench luliug in I. L. E 21 Cal. 940 as 
to Boction olOA of the old Code of Civil Proceduie not being retrospective. 
Thus section 174 of the Bengal Tenancy Act and section 310A of the 
Civil Procedure Code were ultimately hold to be letrospective, 

2. In I. L, B. 25 Bom. 104 it is said that section 3iOA of* the Civil 
Procedure Code had been diafted on the lines of section 174 of the Bengal 
Tenancy Act 7111 of 1885 which has been passed ‘‘'in the interest of another 
unfortunate class ; the poor tenure holders whose lands were liable to be sold 
for arrears of rent.” In the Full Bench ruling of I. L. E- 14 Cal. 636 it was 
said that if the language used had contained a direct implication as to the 
intention of the legislature to make it retrospective, it -would have been so 
Interpreted. Though on the ono baud Mr. D, A. lf:hare argued before the 
Full Bench in I. L. E. 31 Bom. 630 that section 12 of the Dekkan Agriculturists* 
Eellef Act mixed pioceclure and rights so inextricably that it was not possible ' 
to separate the one from the other and to give letiospective effect to it, it may 
bo argued on the other hand that this inextricable mixing of the two 
amounts to a direct implication of the kind mentioned in the Full Bench 
luling in I. L. E. 14 Cal. 636. If the legislature in older to relieve agri- 
culturists directs the history and merits of their cases to be gone into for two 
purposes and if the history of a case implies an inquiry into the past why 
should it be supposed that it intended such an inquiry for one purpose in 
the case of contracts and ochertransactions entered into before the exten- 
sion of the Act and for both the purposes in the case of contracts and 
other transactions entered into after the extension of the Act. 

3. I:To doubt the general jule is that a statute is not to be retro- 
spectively enforced. There is, however, another principle referred to by 
West, J., in a case under the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act (I. L. E# 

8 Bom. 340) which requires to be considered —the principle “that a law 
passed to promote some important public interest may be given on that 
account a retrospective operation if necessary, as the rule against such 
operation rests itself on such a general public interest, which may, under the 
circumstances be deemed of less importance than the one embodied in the 
statute.*’ The learned Judge adds: “The purpose of the Bekkhan Agri- 
eulttirists* Belief Act was undoubtedly to shield the property of agriculturists 
against their creditors and this purpose we cannot hut see was considered 
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SiTlA-Xi anomalous provisions of the Act to be accounted for. Such a purpose so 

9" itrHABHAX manifested we cannot suppose to have extended only to the cases of attach' 
Bhikhx fflonts made after the Act had come into force. No intelligible reason 

Eammk. could we think be assigned for such a distinction’' (p. Sl7). In 7 Bom. 

L. E. 497 at page 518 Batty, J., refers to the passage and s'ays when the 
maxim Balus fo^uU stiprema Uv applies and the aim of an Act is to 
promote important public interests, priv ate interests may jiistihcably be 
subordinated and a tongtiuction necessajy to eftectuate the intention of 
the Legislature must be given effect thereto. In the case of the Dekkhan Agri- 
culturists’ Belief Act the point was not whether it created new rights but 
whether expressly or by direct implication the legislature intended both the 
things mentioned in section 12 thereof to be done letrospectively or only one 
of them. 

4, The uiiing in question (I. L. B. 31 Bom. 630) was arrived at in the 
case of a pending suit and so it cannot apply to a case like the present wheie 
the suit was instituted after the coming into force of section 1 3. The plain 
meaning of this section is to affect all tiansactions whethei made before or 
after the Act came into force. But thoie is nothing to clearly show that it was 
ill! ended to operate in pending suits. 

These arguments give lise to the following question : — 

Whether section 13 of the Dekkhan Agiienltuiists’ Belief Act is retrospective 
so as to apply to the case of transa(tions cnetred into before the date of i(s 
extension to this district but the suit in lespect of which is instituted after 
that date f 

The question thus formulated does not appear to me free from doubt and 
difficulty, but as it is very important as affecting the interests of agriculturists 
and IS likely to arise now and then, with diffidence I ventuie to submit it with 
the following observations : 

The important question for consideration seems to be : what does I. L E. 
31 Born. 630 actually decide ? Does it decide that the last sixteen words of 
section 12 and section 13 and 7l A of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act 
are absolutely non-retiospective or does it decide that they are only partially non- 
retrospective so as not to apply to the case of a pending suit. The case was one of 
a pending suit All that their Loidships said during the course of the argument or 
in the judgment had reference to this case of a pending suit. That a statue may 
fee only partially retrospective appears from the following passage in Maxwell 
pm Inteipretation of Statutes (4th Edition, 1905, page 3221 

: I ^ observed that the retrospective effect of a statute may be 

I 1 operation. Thus |t has been said that section 35 of the Divided 

^m^mM^mohrnnmrn^ transmitted status in relation to 
: ^^e»ment;istohe conside?ed as fully retrospective for al purposes, except 
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only as legards adjudications made before the commencwment of tbe Act : so 
that for the purpose of determining j the settlement of children horn after 1876? 
it may be that their fathei’s settlement is governed hy the section eTen though 
his settlement for the purposes of his own removal is not affected by it.’’ 

Again West? J ? in J/i re Maiansi Kalianji ccad others (I. L. B. 2 Bombay 
148) at page 210? says ; 

The general piinciple of non-ietroactivity of new laws need not be insisted 
on. On the other hand there is in one sense an element of retroactivity in 
all laws since no law can opeiate except by changing or controlling what would 
else have been different capabilities or a different sequence of acts and events 
having their roots and motives in the past. It would he moie impoitant for 
piactical purposes to distinguish if possible the cases and the senses in which 
the loosely expressed principle does and does not apply and to asceitain the 
exceptions to which it is subject. That, as has occasionally been argued, there 
is something universally and essentially wrong and unjust iuTetrospective laws 
is not to he admitted. The principle'has indeed been accepted as a fundamental 
one in the written constitutions of some states, hut it is properly I’ojecicd by 
Willes, Jf, in the 3ase of Fhilhps v. JS^re (L. E. 6 Q. B., p. 23) and by Br* 
Lushington in the Iromides/' For the legislator the question is always one of 
the higher as against the lower or of the general against the paiilcnlar inteiest. 
For the j udges the question is simply as to the true intention of the Legislature.’’ 

Tbeie is the fuither lule “that a statute is not to be constiued so as to 
have a greater retiospective operation than its language renders necessary. 
Even in constiuing a section which is to a certain extent retro&pectivo the 
maxim ought to be boine in mind as applicable whenever the lino is reached 
at whiola the woids of the section cease to be plain” (Maxwell on the 
Interpretation of Statutes, p. 322, 4th edition, 1905). 

Applying these piinciples to the section in question it appeals that ihougb 
the words of it convey that the section is meant to have letrospective effect 
they do not show whether it was meant to include cases of pending suits. 
Courts are reluctant to extend the application of a statute oi its bection to the 
case of a pending suit unless it cleaily appears that it was the intention of the 
legislature to so apply it. The Legislature may intend a section to operate 
retrospectively and yet may not intend it ito operate on pending suits. 
Bection 18 of the Bekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act appears to be a section 
of this type. In my opinion I. L. B. 81 Bom 680 while deciding that the 
last sixteen words of section 12 and sections 13 and 71 A do not apply to pend- 
ing suits leaves their retrospectivity otherwise untouched notwithstanding 
the fact that the Subordinate Judge and their Lordships of the High Court 
during the course of the aigument made general remaiks ,to the effect that 
the sections were not retrospective. Though tlieir remarks were general it 
cannot be forgotten that they weie made in relation to the case of a pending 
0uit* 
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The fact timt a particular feta kite or a section if it is leirospettire ^vlli not 
necessarily make it applicable to tlie case of a pending suit. Tiio question 
would still have to be considered wiietlier it is so far retrospective as to apply 
to pending suits. If there is no such intention appearing section 6 of the 
General Clauses Act will apply if the new enactment repealed any existing one. 
If the new enactment altered any existing law without repealing any enactment 
the principle of law enunciated in the G-iijrat Trading Comipan^ v. Tfihamji 
Telji (8 Bom. H. C. E. 45) and followed in 10 Bom. L. E. 625 will apply. In the 
last case the ruling in FatamablU v. €fanesh (I. L. E. 31 Bom. 630) seems to 
have been interpreted as deciding no moie than that the Lust sixteen words of 
section 12 and sections 13 and 71 A are not retrospective so as to apply to a 
suit instituted before the Act came into force in the particular district (p. 636) ; 
thereby the meaning is conveyed that they are otherwise retrospective. If the 
view of their Lordships in 10 Bom. L. E, 625 had been that I. L. B. 31 Bom, 
630 decided that these sections were absolutely non-iotiospective there would 
have been no necessity to set aside the order of the lower Court pemitting with* 
drawal of the suit. 


In 1, L. E. 17 Bom. 289 a question arose whether section 3L claiLse 23 of the 
Taliikdars* Act (Bombay Act VI of 1888) was retrospective in operation. In 
this case a decree upon a mortgage bond was passed on IStlr August 188 7 « 
The property was sold on 6 th August 1889 but the Collector refused to ccnfirni 
the sale for want of sanction of the Governor, the Talukdars’ Act having come 
into force on the 26th March 1880 . The High Court held that the section was 
not retrospective and that the sale should bo conilimed though no sanction had 
been obtained. 


In 1. L. B. 10 Bom. 80 ii\hich also is a case on the same section of the 
Talukdars* Act the mortgage was executed before the Act came into force, but 
a decree for sale was passed after its coining into force. It was held that no 
sanction of the Governor Was necessary. 


In I. L. R. 20 Bom. 566 the correctness of the above ruling was doubted. 
It was however explained and its correctness maintained by Eauade, J,, in 
I. L. B, 22 Bom* 884 on the ground that it was presumably the case of a 
pending suit. In the last mentioned case the mortgage was executed in 1883 
and a suit on the mortgage was brought in 1893. The District Court hold that 
section 31, clause 2 , of Bombay Act VI of 1888 did not apply as the mortgage 
ejected prior to the passing of the Act and so passed an order absolute for tho 
sale of idle mortgaged property. The High Court reversed the order holding 
that the section did apply. The case in I. L. E. 19 Bom. 80 was assimilated 
^ to the class of eases referred to in I, L. B. 17 Bom. 289 on the ground that the 
! i presumably instituted befoie the date of the 

distinguish cases in which a decree I# 
» j Wa 4ttoed tm& th^ie m wMctr proceedings had Urn presumably instituted 
j I ; ft# !||o hm* Tfi mdhmrn V. Srnm (5 Moo. A* imj 
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ilieir Loicislaipa of tlie Piivj Council Bad to consider Low far X'etrospeetive 
effect could be given to the piovisions of an Act of 1818 which declared that 
‘ all agreementb bj way of wager shall he null and void ’ and it was held that 
this piohibition did not affect the validity of existing contxacts at all events not 
those contfOiCts 07i which actions had already heen hroaghi hejore the new Act 

came into force (The italics are mine.) In Shah Kalidass 

V. Olmdasama (P. J, for 1895, p. 428) as the encumbrance was of a date prior to 
the Act hut the suit was instituted long after the Act came into force, a decree 
was passed for the amount duo, hut its enforcement by sale of the property "was 
made subject to the provisions of section 89 of the Transfer of Propeifcy Act 
which would, it was observed, make it possible for the creditor to obtain the 
sanction of Government befoie the sale actually took place ” 

The above decisions on section 31, clause 2, of the Talixkdars’ Act show that 
thoxxgh the section was expressly held not to he retrospective by one Bench, it did 
not come in the way of another Bench holding subsequently that the section did 
apply to a case in which the suit was instituted after the coming into force of 
the Act though the transaction sued on was of a date anterior to its coming 
into force# 

On the strength of these decisions it may he argued that though section 18 
of the Deklvhaii Agriculturists’ Relief Act is held not to be retrospective in I» L. 
R, 31 Bom. 680 the deoision would be no bar to the applicability of the section 
to the case of a transaction "which, though entered into prior to the coming into 
force of the section in this district, was sued on aftei its coming into force# 

For the above reasons I think that the ruling iii I L. R. 31 Bom. 630 dues 
not come in the way of answering the question I have framed in the afiirma* 
tive. 

If however my interpretation of the i tiling in 31 Bombay be not coiiect 
and it be interpreted as deciding that section 13 of the Bekkhan Agriculturists* 
Belief Act is absolutely non-ietrospeetive the arguments in favour of the 
retrospect! vity of the section appear to he very cogent and it is for their Lordships 
to consider "whether another Full Bench should not intervene. Under this latter 
interpretation it seems difficult to make a distinction between two cases of 
contracts both of which are entered into, say, a year before the coming into 
force of a section authoritatively ruled to bo a provision not of procedure 
law but of sixbstantive law but one of which was sued on the day preceding, 
and the other on the day of, the coming into force of the section. To make 
myself more clear, suppose a provision of substantive law comes into force on 
August 1st, 1905. A suit is filed against B by A on July 31st, 1905, and 
another against C on August 1st, 1905. The contracts with B and C both 
were entered into on 1st September 1904. The High Court in the former case 
. rules, that the provision is of substantive law and affects a vested right, therefore 
the new law cannot operate retrospectively. The rationale of this ruling is that 
‘A; ^nd B* contracted on 1st September 1904 with reference to a particular state 
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of things. They did not know that the interest agreed to could he cut ' down. 
Does not the same reasoning apply to the case of A and C who also entered into 
a similar contract on 1st September 1804 ? 

According to tlie nsnal canons of construction governing sucli enactments 
as the Dekklmn Agi-iculturists’ Eelief Act everything must ho done in 
advancement of the remedy consistently with the plain language of the 
Legislature so as to afford the utmost relief which the meaning of the lan- 
guage can allow. It appears from the lading in 10 Bom. L. B. 743 that 
section 13, Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Eelief Act, has of necessity to be applied to 
all eases the liistory and merits of which have been inquired into under section 12 
of it. Thus the application of the two sections is co-extensive. If this view 
IS correct there is a conflict between it and the ruling that the last sixteen words 
of Section 12 and sections 13 and 71A are not retrospective. 

On a consideration of the arguments for the plaintiff and the defendant 
and for the reasons above set forth, I vrould answer the question framed in 
tie affirmative. 


The reference was argued before Sir Basil Scott, C, J.. and 
Batchelor, J. 


T. li, Besai (amicus eurite) for the plaintiff : — So far as pend- 
ing suits are concerned this Court has, in its Bull Bench ruling 
in FahnaUli v. Qanesm, held that the last sixteen words of 
paragraph 2 of section 12 of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief 
Act arc not retrospective. We submit that section 12 applies 
only to transactions entered into after the provisions of the Act 
were extended to the A hmedabad District, There are no decided 
cases either way, therefore reference will have to be made to 
the canons of construction of a statute. The Privy Council have 
held in BooluMass v. which was a ease of wager, that 

a new statute cannot affect a transaction entered into before it 
was enacted, at any rate it cannot affect a transaction in respect 
of which a suit is already brought. In the above case, the suit 
was brought before the particular Act was enacted but therein 

there is an expression of general opinion that anterior transac- 
tions are not to he affected. The observations in Moon v. 

are to the same effect. We rely on section 6 of the 
General Glauses Act, 1896. We have a vested right to get a 






wmm. 


(2) (1850) 5 Moo, 1, A, 100* 
22,' 
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decree on our hhala and no new statute subsequently passed can 
divest us of that right. No distinction can be made between 
(1) the case of a transaction admittedly entered into before the 
Act came into operation and (2) one in respect of which a suit 
is brought after the enactment of the Act, Relying on the 
decision of the Full Bench in Fatmahibi v. QanesJi^^^ we submit 
that section 12, clause 2, of the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief 
Act is not retrospective and the point referred to should be 
answered in the negative. The following cases were cited : — 

In the rmtter of the petition of Ratansi Javmmal 

JiUndl V. 3IuJctabai^\ Manohaf Qaiiesh v. Okutcibhdi Mithabhai^^'^ ^ 
Kalian Moti v. PathMai FaljihJiai^^) ^ Tailor v. Manners^^) and 
Phillips V. 

G» A*. Thakore [amicus curicc) for the defendant :~The ruling 
of the Full Bench in Fatmahibi v. GaneshS^^ gave rise to the 
present question. Therefore it is necessary to see what that 
case really decides. The reference to the Full Bench was made 
because there is an apparent conflict between the decisions of 
this Court in Pannalal v. and StiTpaji v, T'uJcaTam^^K 

The last case decides that sections 12 and 13 of the Act are 
applicable only to suits instituted on or after the 1st November 
1879 and the former case was supposed to be in conflict with it. 
The Full Bench held that sections 13 and 71A and the last 
sixteen words of section 12, clause 2, did not apply to suits 
instituted before the Act came into force and read Pannalal v, 
KaM^'^ as indicating a similar construction of the law. The 
question of the applicability of the Act to anterior transactions 
was not before the Full Bench and the language used is to be 
read in the light of the question submitted for decision. 

To argue from this that the Act did not apply to anterior 
transactions is to take a long stride. Pending suits stand on 
a footing of their own. They are always governed by the law 

a) (190^?) 31 Bom. 630. 

(3) (1877) 2 B.>m. 148. 

(^>.(1890) 11 Bom. S16, 

(^) (1884) 8 Bom, 347. 


(5) (1892) 37 Bom. 289. 

(63 (1865)I..B.lCli.,4S. 

(7) (1870) L.R. 6Q. B.,p. 23. 

(8) (1£06) SBom. L.B. 798, 
(8) (1880) 4 Bom 35S, 
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obtaining at the date of their institution : Gujarat Trading 
Company v. Triimji Yelji^^K They are understood to have 
the same force as a decree: Chudasama Naudhaihai v, Karan 
Triiliovan’^^ . The rights created by a decree are of the highest 
kind and infinitely superior to those created by a contract ; 
KaiU V. Eag^u^‘^\ Taiga v. It cannot therefore be 

urged that because the Act does not apply to pending suits, it 
cannot also apply to past transactions. 


Apart from the Full Bench ruling the present case is quite 
clear. There is no ruling against the view we contend for. On 
the contrary this Court has always proceeded on the assumption 
that the Act applies to all transactions. Even the ease of 
Surgaji v. TuTzaraniK’^ supports this contention. The cases of 
Kavhi V. and Tatga Vithoji v. Bapn BalajV-^'^ are 

further illuskations. In all these cases the transactions were of 


earlier dates, still the decisions rest on grounds other than that 
of the non-applicability of the Act to certain transactions. This 
is because the language is quite clear. The word ‘ history ’ in 
section 12 of the Act can only mean past history and the word 
‘commencement’ is used without any word modifying its natural 
import. The preamble of the Act again clearly indicates the 
intention of the legislature which was to relieve the indebtedness, 
meaning thereby existing indebtedness. The supplementary 
definition of the word ‘ agriculturist ’ in clause (2) of section 2 
also helps our contention. Both the language and the intention 
being clear, no canon of construction can help the plaintiff. The 
Act is to be construed as indicated in SMiram JJdaram v. Kondiba 


The cases of Moon v. Burden^’’^ and Booluldass 
Peftambenlass v. Ramloll T/iac/mrsegdass^^^ were both eases of 
pending suits. Those decisions went on the presumed intention 
of the legislature which was there quite different. The observa- 
tions relied upon are obiter dieta and should be read with reference 
^ the point for decision. We therefore submit that the question 
t liiiferted should be answei’ed in the affirmative. 


’ I PS67) S Bom, H. 0. B. (0. C. J.) 45. (5) (1880) 4 Bom. 858. 
i # jpfiD ajf Bw». 884. (0) (1884) 8 Bom. S40. 

'(1^ 8 feok 308. m (J 848) 2 Et, 22. 

' §6^ 7 fek. ^ (8) (1860) 6 -Moj. I. A. 109. 
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Desai in reply i — The observations in Mamliar Gamsh v# 
CMMai MithahJiai^^’^ cannofc affect the present case^ for thejr 
are in conflict with the view of the majority of Judges in In 
the maiUf of the petition of Batand No doubt the 

object of the Act was to help agriculturists and relieve them 
from indebtedness but at the same time some consideration will 
have to be shown to creditors whose position becomes very hard 
under the Act. 

ScOTT; C. J. :—We answer the question referred in the 
affirmative. 

Sections 12 and 18 of the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief Act 
show that it was the intention of the legislature to open up all 
transactions between the parties having a bearing upon the claim 
out of which the suit arises from the very commencement. This 
is one of the means adopted by the legislature to caiTy out the 
intention expressed in the preamble of relieving the agricultural 
classes from indebtedness. We understand this to mean indebted- 
ness existing at the date of the passing of the Act as well as 
future indebtedness. 

The point referred to us has never, so far as we have been 
able to ascertain, been raised during the last thirty years wffiich 
have elapsed since the passing of the Act, and we know of no 
case which has been decided which is based upon any other 
reading of the Act than that indicated above. 

We are indebted to the pleaders who have argued the ease as 
amid eurice with much keenness and have given great [assistance 
to the Court. 

Order accordingly* 

0, B. B. 


(1) (1884) 8 Bom. 347. 


m mn) 2 Bom. 14a 
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APPELLATE OIYIL. 


Before Basil SeoM, Oldef Jmtiee, and Jfr. Justwe Batchelor* 

BAMEAY GOYINBBAO (omaiNiE PjDiiNxirp), A?pillaj?i, n. THE 
SICEETAEY OF BTATE FOE INDIA IN COUNCIL and anotheb 
(OBiaiKAL Dfeenbants), Elspondei^ts 

Mevenue Jnrisdieiwi Aet (X oflSTOJi section d, subsection fajf — Act XI of 
I852^Zand held as Saiarjam — Beemon of tin 1mm Gommissionef-^ 
Finality— -Btat for declaration of title and possession— Fscchsion of 
jmmdktton of Civil Courts 

In ilie year 1858 the Inam Commissi onei decided that a certain estate was 
Saranjam o£P, and not Ms Sarv Inam. On P.’s death in 1899 Govemment 
resumed the estate on the ground that li wis Saunjarn and la-granted it to 
Y.j one of P.’s giandsons Suhsequontly the plaintiff, another grandson of P , 
brought a suit against the Secietaiy of State for India and V» foi declaration 
of title and possession on the ground that the itnmoveahle piopeity i#snit was 
plaintiff’s S 11 V Inam property and could not be taken fiom his possession by 
Govoiiunentoi its ofMeis oi lo grintcd to an> one else 

MeU, 

1, That the decision of the Inam OommiSHioner was, by viiLue of the 
pi-ovieions of Buie 2, Schedule A of Act XI of 1852, fuul as legards the land 
and mteiests conceined in the dei isjon. 


Fust Apped No. 21 of 1909. 

f Section 4, mb-section (a), of the Covnuia Jurisdiction Act (X of 187G) runs 
thus •— 

4, Subject lo the fxceptioas lioreinaffc 1 appealing, no Ci\il Court shill exercise 
juiisdictiOB as to any of the following niatteis — 

(a) Claims against Government i elating to any property appertaining to the office 
of any hereditaiy officer appointed or recognized under Bombay Act No, III of 1874, 
or any othei law for the time being in foi*ce, or of any other \illage*officer or 
servant j or 

Claims to perform the duties of any such officer or servant, or in respect of any 
miury caused by exclusion from such office oi service j or 
I ^ to set aside or avoid any order under the same Act or any other law relating 

jiaXne subject for the time being xn force passed by Government or any officer 
I in that behalf i or 

1 , c against Government relating to lands held under treaty, or to lands granted 

; Baranjam, or on other politicid tenure, or to lands declared by Government 
nffile^^^authoriJEe^ that behalf to be held for service, , ^ 
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2 That after snoh final doeision, the title and contimtanoe o£ fhe estate ninst ISOS, 

be determined under Schedule B, Rule 10 of the Act, undeif>6uoh rules as BAMsav 

Groveinment may find it necessary to issue fiom time to time, Gotihbkao 

tv 

B. TBat in accoidaiiee witli tliose rules tbe estate was, on P/sdei,tliy resumed SioKSiTABr 
hj Goyemment wlio le-gi anted it to V* SrArfi. 

Meld, further, that the suit having been against Government lelating to land 
as Saranjani was excluded from the juiisdiet on of the Civil Couits by the 
provisions of suh-section (a) of section 4 ol the Eevenue tTurisdiction Act 
(X of 1876). 


Appeal from the decision of T. D. Try, District Judge of 
Dharwar, rejecting the claim in Original Suit No. 3 of 1907. 

Suit for a declaration of title and for possession of property. 


The property in suit formed part of the estate known as HeWi 
estate in the Dharwar District. A question having arisen as to 
whether the estate was Saranjam or Sarv Inam, Major Gordon, 
the Inam Commissioner, decided in the year 1858 that it was 
Saranjam and not Sarv Inam. One Panduiangrao had a fourth 
share in the estate. On his death in 1899 the share was resumed 
by Government on the ground that it was Saranjam. After 
the resumption Government passed an order in the year 1902 
re-granting the share to one Narsingrao. The Secretary of 
State for India, however, cancelled the said order and re-granted 
the share to Vithalrao, a minor grandson of Pandurangrao. 
Owing to the minority of the grantee, his property was managed 
by the Collector of Dharwar as guardian. 



On the ISth August 1907 the plaintiff^ another grandson of 
Pandurangrao, brought the present suit against the Secretary of 
State for India as defendant 1 and Vithalrao as defendant 2, for 
declaration of title and possession, alleging that the property was 
Sarv Inam and was held by his grandfather, Pandurangrao, as 
full owner and that the re-grant to Vithalrao was illegal. 


The defendants contended inier alia that the property was 
Saranjam and not Sarv Inam, that the plaintiflf had no cause of 
action regarding the resumption and re-grant made under the 
Saranjam Rules and that the suit was barred by section 4, clause 
(a), of the Bombay Revenue Jurisdiction Act (X of 1876). 
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The District Judge foundthat under the provisions of sections 
and Rule 2 of Schedule A of Act XI of 1852 it was not open 
to him to question the declaration made by Government in their 
Resolution No. 876, J. D., dated the 6th March 186S, that the 
property in suit was Saranjam, the said declaration being final, 
and that he had no jurisdiction to entertain the suit under 
section 4 (a) of the Bombay Revenue Jurisdiction Act (X of 
1876). He, therefore, dismissed the suit. 

The plaintiff appealed. 

X. H. Kelkar for the appellant (plaintiff). 

(t. 8. Bao (Acting Government Pleader) for the respondents 
(defendants). 

ScoTTjC.J.:— One Pandurangrao, the grandfather of the plaint- 
iff and the second defendant, was the owner of one-fourth share of 
the Hebli estate in the Dharwar Distiiet. On his death in 1899, 
Government, on the ground that the property was Sai'anjam, 
resumed Pandurangrao^s one-fourth share and granted it to 
Narsingrao. That order was cancelled by the Secretary of State 
and by his orders the pioperty was granted to Vithalrao, the 
second defendant. 

The Collector of Dharwar, as the guardian of Vithalrao, has 
taken the property into his possession, and the plaintiff, who claims 
to hold as one of the heirs of Pandurangrao on the footing of the 
estate being a Sarv luam of Pandurangrao, sued the Secretary 
of State and Vithalrao for a declaration of title and for possession. 
He seeks to have it declared that the immoveable property in suit 
is the Sarv Inam property of the plaintiff and cannot be taken 
from his possession by Government or its officers or re-granted to 
any one else. 

The question whether the Hebli estate was Sarv Inam or 
'S^aiyam, was decided by the Inam Commissioner, Major Gordon, 
in July 1858, under the provisions of Act XI of 1862, The Inaln 
mmiissioner then recorded his decision that the claimant’s title 
: (the- claimant being an ancestor of the plaintiff) to hold Kasba 
iff Sarv Inam was invalid, and he held that it was in 
■WaSarargam property, 1 
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The decision of the Inani OomniissioBer is, by vit’tue of the 
provisions of Rule 2 of Schedule A of Act XI of 1852, final as 
regards the land and interests concerned in the decision. But 
once it has been decided finally by the Inam Commissioner that 
the Hebli estate is Saianjam, the title to and continuance of the 
estate must be determined, under Schedule Rule 10 of the Act, 
under such rules as Government may find it necessary to issue 
from time to time. 

On the 17th of May 1898, Government passed rules for the 
regulation of the continuance and resumption of Saranjam 
estates, and those rules apply to the Hebli estate as v^ell as to 
other Saranjams. In accordance with those rules, the estate was, 
upon the death of Pandurangrao, resumed by Government and 
re-granted, and as a result of the revision effected^by the Secretary 
of State the share of Pandurangrao in the Hebli Saranjam has 
been re-granted to Vithalrao, the second defendant. 

This, then, is a suit against Government relating to land held as 
Saranjam, and is therefore excluded from the jurisdiction of the 
Civil Courts by the provisions of sub-section (a) of section 4 of the 
Revenue Jurisdiction Act (X of 1876). The District Judge was 
therefore right in holding that he had not jurisdiction to entertain 
the suit. 

It has been suggested that the plaintiff has acquired certain 
occupancy rights in the estate of which he cannot be deprived by 
any decision of Government under the Saranjam Rules. This is 
obviously an after-thought suggested by the decision of this Court 
in Oanpatrav TrimhaJc v. Gmesh Baji It was a point 

which was not raised in the plaint but is mentioned in the memo 
of appeal for the first time. It is a question which, we think, 
ought not to be decided in this suit, and we, therefore, abstain from 
expressing any opinion upon it. 

We confirm the decree of the District Judge dismissing the 
suit^ and we dismiss this appeal with costs. 

Decree confifmd* 

G. B. R* 
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JASOBA WAED CHHOTU (osiaijfAL JDeebnbaot), IppELLAi^f, v 

CHHOTU MANNU DALYALU (osigikae Plaiotiff), Eespondej^t# 

UesUiution of conjugal rights — Valuation of claim — Jurisdiction of Second 

Class Suhordimte Judge to entertain the suit — Bombay Civil Courts Act 

(JTIV of 1869)^ section — Suits Valuation Act (VII of 1887)^ 

sectim 11* 

A suit for restitution of conjugal i iglats, wherein tlie claim was valued by 
the plaintiff at Es. 65, was instituted in the Court of tho Second Class Subor- 
dinate Judge. The First Court decreed the claim . and on appeal tho decree was 
confirmed. On second appeal it was contended that the First Court had no 
jurisdiction to ti j the suit. 

Meld, that the valuation of tho claim by the plaintiff must be accepted fox* 
the purpose of jurisdiction, unless it was shown to have been made either from 
any improper motive or deliberately for the purpose of giving the Couit a 
jurisdiction which in fact it had not. 

Jan Mahomd Manddl v. Mashar followed. 

Second appeal from the decision of H. S. Pliadnis, District 
Judge of Khandesb, confirming the decree passed by D, S. Sapre, 
Subordinate Judge of Jalgaon. 

Suit for restitution of conjugal right. 

The plaintiff iSled his suit in the Court of the Second Class 
Subordinate Judge at Jalgaon, valuing his claim at Es. 65. 
That Court decreed the claim. 

On appeal, this decree was confirmed by the District Court. 

The defendant preferred a second appeal to the High Court 
contending hkr alia that the Second Class Subordinate Judge 
had no jurisdiction to try the suit which was for restitution for 
conjugal rights. 

Mmai for the appellant (defendant).— A Subordinate 
^iJ^dge of the Second Class has no jurisdiction to try a suit for 
of conjugal rights. The claim is here valued for 

^ Second Appeal Ho. BW of 190 S. 
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purposes of court-fees at Rs. 65 1 but that does act determine 
jurisdiction. 

Under section 24 clause (2), of the Bombay Civil Courts Act 
(XIV of 1869) the First Class Subordinate Judge has jurisdiction 
to try all suits of a civil nature within the territorial jurisdic-^ 
tion. Under the third clause of the section, the Second Class 
Subordinate Judge can try any suit wherein the subject-matter 
does not exceed in amount or value Rs. 5,000. Therefore, he 
can try only those suits which are capable of money valuation. 

In the present case the subject-matter is incapable of any 
money valuation ; and the claim as valued by the plaintiff for 
court-fee purposes is no guide to determine jurisdiction. See 
JMemafmessa BiU v. Mahomed Ilaiem^^K 

The respondents did not appear* 

Chandavabkak, J. : —It is contended before us on the autho- 
rity of JMemannessa Bibi v. Mahomed that the suit 

for restitution of conjugal rights, out of which this second appeal 
arises, did not lie in the Court of the Second Class Subordinate 
Judge, by whom it was tried, because, according to the Bombay 
Civil Courts Act, that Court has jurisdiction to try no suit other 
than that the subject-matter of which is of the value of less 
than Rs. 5,000, whereas a suit for restitution of conjugal rights 
(it is urged) is not one the subject-matter of which can be valued. 
What is meant by this argument is, as we understand it, that a 
suit for restitution of conjugal rights is not one the subject- 
matter of which can be precisely and definitely valued. In such 
cases the law leaves it to the plaintiff to put his own valuation 
on the plaint and accepts it for the purposes of jurisdiction 
unless it is vitiated by some improper motive such as a 
deliberate design to give the Court a jurisdiction which it has 
not- As was said in the case of lahhman Bhathar v. Balaji 
Bhatkar^^'^^ what j^rimd facie determines the jurisdiction is the 
claim or subject-matter of the claim as estimated by the plaintiff, 
and this determination having given the jurisdiction, the juris- 
diction itself continues. • * unless a different principle comes into 
operation to prevent such a result or to make the proceedings 
(1) (I90i) 31 Cal. m itSSS) 8 Bom. 31. 
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from the finst abortive/^ This law has been followed in a series 
of cases in this Court : T/ie firm of Jechand Klmshalchaml v* Tfie 
firm of MoU and Gnlahhancl Motif am G%jar v, Fulchand 

Fanaclba%(W^* It has also been adopted by the other High 
Courts, 

In the present case the plaintiff valued the subject-matter of 
the suit at Rs. 65 and nothing was urged against the valuation 
in either of the lower Courts. The point as to want of jurisdic- 
tion in the Second Class Subordinate Judge’s Court is raised for 
the first time in second appeal. The case of AMemamzesm Bibi 
V, Mahomed cannot be accepted as a decision on the point 

because^ as has been pointed out by the same Court in Jmi 
Mahomed Mandal v. Mashar the observations in the 

former case are mere obiter dicta. In the latter case the Calcutta 
High Court has held that, where the claim in a suit for restitu- 
tion of conjugal rights is valued by the plaintiff, that valuation 
must be accepted for the purpose of jurisdiction unless it is 
shown to have been made either from any improper motive or 
deliberately for the purpose of giving the Court a jurisdiction 
which it has not. 

The decree must be confirmed. 

Decree cmfmnech 

n. R. 

(3) (1904) 31 Cal. 849. 

(4) (1907) U Cal. 352. 


(1) (1388) P. J. 3. 

(2) (1889) P.J. 192. 
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Before Mr. Jmtke ChandavarUr and Mr. Jastiee Hmton. 

THE SEOEETAEY OF STATE FOR IxYDIA lif COTOCIE (oeigii^al 

^ w- 

&owmmmt~Assessment on Tand—Land appropriated for an i u i 

u,„ „/tai i, J 

Construction of statute. ’■‘"jair season— 

The plaintiff, who was the occupant of land used for a<nicnltr,r«1 „„ 
paid to Government the assessment cliar^'eable on “W1 iposes, 

those purposes under clause (o) of section °48 of the B K 

purposes, the plaintiff had let it out for staoMn.^ timber a .11 agwc«ltni-al 

a. a. w 

expression “appropriated for any purpose’'' in the el’ 

that purpose to the exclusion of all other uses. “leans set apart for 

The Bombay Land Revenue Code (Bombay Act V of 18791 i, , t. ■ 
enactment and must be construed strictly in favour of the subject 

ofTW <leeision of P. X. DeSouza, District Judge 

; Suit for declaration and injunction. 


• First Appeal Ko. 29 of 1909. 

The ™d„ ,h, ,u, 

(«) upon land appropnated for purpose Of agriculture, 

(5) upon tod appropriated for any purpose from which any otlm- profit or 
advantage than that ordinarily acguired by agriculture is derived 
(a) upon land appropriated for building sites. 
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The plaintiff Laldas owned certain lands which were tised for 
agneultnral pnrpo'^es during the cultivating season, and. for 
which he was p^^ying to Government an annual agricultural 
assessment (r£ Rs. 18-5-6 During the fair sea^on^ the lands were 
eveiy year rented by the plaintiff to timber merchants for the 
purpose of stacking timber thereon. 

The Collector of Thana,pui porting to act under section 48 and 
Rule 56 of the Rules framed under the Bombay Land Revenue 
Code (BomRty Act V of IB*/ 9), levied altered assessment on the 
lands in view of tt eir non-cjgricultural use during the fair season ; 
and recovered Rs 501-15-8 for the years 1904 — 19t 7 from the 
plaintiff Ihe plaintiff paid the amount under protest. 

Subsequently, the plaintiff filed this suit against the Secretary 
of State fur India in Council praying for a declaration that the 
lands were nob liable to altered assessment, for refund of the 
amount already paid by him, and for an injunctiiin restraining 
the defendant from further levying additional assessment. 

The District J udge decreed the plaintiff^s claim by granting the 
declaration and injunction sought by him; and by awarding 
refund of Rs. 122-8-2. In the course of his judgment, the 
Judge remarked as follows 

The crucial point in this case is whether it can be said that in the 
circumstances above described the plaint-lands have been appropriated to a 
purpose unconnected with agrionltnre within the meaning of section 48 (5) of 
the Land Revenue Code. The learned Government Pleader presses for an 
answer in the aflirmative, contending that the section contains no such adverb 
as perpetually” or permanently ” to qualify the word appropriated. He 
argues that the appropriation to non-agricultural uses may well be a temporary 
appjopriation only durig the fair season, and he urges that if an occupant 
derives an extra profit by temporarily appropriating laud to a non-agricultural 
purpose, it is within the scheme of the Land Revenue Code that the Crown 
should participate in any such extra profit. Ho adverts to the rule of con- 
struction that statutes imposing burdens, like Penal icts, are not to be so 
construed as to furnish a chance of escape and a means of evasion (Maxwell 
on tho Interpretation of Statutes, .Srd edition, p. 405), and he asled. the Court 
to apply that rule in the present case by giving effect to the interpretation for 
which he contends. 

Sow, the maxim m anteceieniihus ei consequemtihus optima mierpmtaUa 
furnishes a welLknown rule of construction i the interpretation of statutes. 
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And it hm bsen 1 il d)Wti as a coDllary of this max^m that ^ any section 
be mtncatOj bs nre, or doubtful b. ‘ pi oper de of discoveriug its true 
rueauiuff is by con j paring it witb tbe o^ber sectu^n and find ng < ut the of 
one clause b\ the words or ob ions intent oi a other (Broem^ Legal MaximSj 
?th edition, p 43 i). Accordingly order to de ermine whether a tempoiaiy 
diversion of the lands to non-agricnltural p« r poses constitutes an * appropria- 
tion ” to such puipf ses within the mea ing of section 48 (5), it is necessaiy to 
refer to the cla^’sa Immediately foPowing. That clause enacts as follows : 

And the assessments fixed under the provisions of this Act upon any land 
appropriated tor any one of the above pu? poses, shall, when such land is appro- 
priated for any other of the said pmp».ses, notwithstanding that the teimif 
any for which such assessment was fixed, may not have expired, be liable to bo 
altered and fixed at a difieiont lato.’’ 

The Legislature then has classified lands for the purpose of the levy of 
assessment into three classes, according as they are appropriated to agricul- 
tural, non-agricultural or building purposes. This classification is obviously 
intended to be exhaustive ; apparently it is also intended to be mutually exclu- 
sive, for it is provided that the di’version of land from one class to another 
entails liability to enhanced assessment under section 48 and to a fine under 
section 65. It was apparently not contemplated that the same land could, during 
tbe pendency of a survey settlement, be appropriated ” to agricultural as well 
as non -agricultural purposos during one and the same year so as to be referable 
to either class indiscriminately. The appiopriation ’* contemplated by the 
section seems thus to have been an exclusive and permanent appropriation so 
that lands assessed at the survey settlement as lands appropriated for 
purposes of agriculture *’ would not be liable to le-assessment as lands 
** appropriated for any purpose unconnected with agriculture unless they had 
in the interval ceased to beappropiiated to agriculture. If this is the correct 
Interpretation then it is obvious that it is not competent to the Collector to 
levy enhanced assessment on the plaint-lands which are admittedly appro- 
priated to agriculture ’’ during the cultivating season. 

The same restdt follows if we apply the general lule that the words of a 
statute are to he understood in their etymolo^cal or popular sense, unless 
there are special reasons to the contiary. To appropriate is defined in 
Webster*s dictionary to mean ** to set apart for or assign to a particular use to 
the exclxision of all others.*" Accordingly, so long as land is used for agricul- 
tural purposes ‘^during the only period when it is capable of being so used/* 
it cannot be subjected to enhanced assessment or fine as land appropriated to 
purposes unconnected with agriculture, because there has been no exclusion of 
agricultural uses but rather a combination of agricultural withnon-agriculfcural 
uses. 


1000 . 

SECBrUABY 

or SrikrB 
Laupas. 



The argument that the Crown is entitled to participate in any extra profit 
derifed by the occupant from a temporary appropriation of agricultural land 
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to a laon-agricultural purpose can easily be answered by a reference to the 
definitions of the words occupant bolder’’ and iigbt to bold land ” given 
in section Z (16, ll, 10) lespectively of tbe Land Bevenue Code 

An ocoiipant’s right to tbe possession and enjoyment or di'aposal of land is 
absolute subject only to tbe burdens and limitations imposed by tbe Land 
Revenue Code# Sucb burdens must be stated in clear teims m tlie Code 
itself and cannot be left to be mfeiietl from extianeous consideiatioiis , foi it 
ih a lecognised iiilc that statutes ’^vbicb encioacb on the lights of tbe subject, 
wbetbir as legaids person or piopertj, are subject to a stuot construction, 
they should be mterpieted, if possible, so rs to respect sucb rights. It is 
piesiimed, uheie tbe objects of tbe Act do not obviously imply sucb an inten- 
tion, that the Legislature does not desire to confiscate tbe propeity or to 
encroach upon tbe lights of persons , and it is therefore expected that, if sucb 
be its intention, it will manifest it plainly, if not ni cspiess words, at least by 
deal implication and beyond leasonable doubt (Maxwell on tbe Interpieta- 
tion of Stitutes, Sid edition, p. 399) 

Tbe conclusion then at wbicli I anive !s that tbe plamt lands cannot lo 
said to have been appropriated by the plaintiff to a puipose unconnected with 
agriculture within tbe meaning of section 48 (h) of the I and Bevenue Code 
and 1 ule 56 of tbe rules framed tbeieuncler and are bonce not liable to altered 
assessment under that section. 

The defendant appealed to the High Con it. 

BUmigman (Advocate General), with the Government Pleader, 
for the appellant —The lower Court has erred in construing the 
term appropriated in clause (J) of section 48 of the Bombay 
Land Revenue Code (Bombay Act V of 1879). The wording of 
the section makes it clear that Government have the right to 
levy extra assessment when land used for agriculture in the 
agricultural season is utilized for non-agricultural purposes 
during the fair season# There is no hardship in this ; for when 
the occupant makes extra profit, he must also be liable to extra 
assessment. 

X Parehh and P. P. Shingm for the respondent.—The 
Land Bevenue Code should always be construed in favour of 
the subject. The lower Courtis view is correct. There cannot 
be any appropriation within the meaning of section 48 of the 
Code, unless there is abandonment of one purpose and exclusive 
adoption of another. At any rate, the new purpose for which 
the land is used ought to be such that it becomes unalterably 
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attached to the soil and is not capable of abandonment easily 
as in the present ease. 

ChandataekaEj J . , — The respondent is the occupant of land 
used for agricultural purposes and has been paying to Govern- 
ment assessment chargeable on “ land appropriated ’’ for those 
purposes under clause (a) of section 48 of the Bombay Land 
Ke\ enue Code. Duiing the seasons when the land is not used for 
agiicnltuial purposes the respondent has been letting it out 
for stacking timber and deriving profit from this special user 
of the land. Government by the suit which has led to this 
appeal claim the right to impose additional assessment on the 
land on account of that special user. They rely on clause {6) 
of section 48, which provides that land-rer enue shall be charge- 
able “ upon laud appropriated for any purpose from which any 
other profit or advantage than that ordinarily acquired by 
agriculture is derived," The word ‘^appropriated " means in 
its natural sense “made one's own” and conveys the idea of 
exclusion, “ To appropriate ” anything for any pur-pose is to 
«et it apai t for that purpose in exclusion of all other uses ; 
American and English Encyclopoodia of Law; JF&ttehaS v, 
Oiiions^K 
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The context in which the clause in question occurs in sec- 
tion 48 leads to the same conclusion. Clause (a) relates to 
“ land appropriated for purpose of agriculture," That obviously 
means land devoted to agricultural purposes and no other. 
Similarly clause (c) relates to “ land appropriated for building 
sites” — that is, land devoted to building purposes and no other. 
If the word “appropriated” has that meaning in clauses (a) 
and (e), we must understand it in the same sense in clause (5) 
having regard to the ordinary canon of construction that a 
word, which occurs more than once in an Act, must be construed 
to have the same meaning throughout the Act unless some 
definition in it or the context shows that the Legislature used 
the word in difierent senses. 
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.. Had the Legislature intended clause (h) to apply to land used 
both for agricultui'al and other purposes^ it would have used 
apt language to convey its meaning. It would have referred 
to the land in clause (b) as land appropriated for purposes of 
agriculture and other purposes except building sites. This is a 
taxing enactment^ and must be construed strictly in favour of the 
subject. 

The decree appealed from must, therefore, be confirmed with 
costs. 

Decree eonjrmed, 

m R. 


ORIGINAL CIVIL. 


Before l\h\ Jmiiee Batchelor and Mr. Justice Chauhal. 

BAYABAI, WIDOW, and others, ArrELLANTs and Dependants 2, 3, 4, r . 
HAJI NOOR AIAHOMDD CASSAAI, Respondent and Peaintiff, and 
N* C. MACLEOD, Respondent and 1st DepeiNdant.'^* 

Practice —BiiU arjalnsi cUfcndani on (jroimd vslilcli failed not to he decreed on 
another gvound-*^Aj)plieatloii for leave to amend plaint after argmmite 
heard in appeal disalloioed — Bes judicata. 

A suit Brought against the defendants on one ground which fails should not 
bo decreed against them on another ground which they had no opportunity of 
meeting. 

After arguments in appoal have been heard the Court ^ill not allow an 
amendment of the plaint so as to convert a suit of one character into a suit of 
a substantially different character. 

IL filed a suit in 1901 against A. and J, the drawer and indorser respectively 
of two hiindier# At the time of filing the suit J. was dead. 

H. obtained a decz*ee against ))oth defendants, whicix decree remained 
unsatisfied. 

In 1905 H. filed a suit against the heirs of J. on the same two hundies. 

Held, the earlier suit having been filed against the firm of J. and not against 
d . personally was a Imr to the later suit. 

: This was a suit filed by Haji Noor Mahomed Cassam against 
the defendants as the heirs and legal representatives of one 

• Appeal No. 1477, Suit No. CH of 19O5, 
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Jusub Abba, deceased, lor the recovery of a sum of Ks. ],S00 
wi m eiesfc alleged to be due to the plaintiff upon certain 
bundles dated the 5th and 8th days of September 1904, passed . 

Mahomed and endorsed by the 

The “ f ® ^^®<=eased father Jusub Abba. 

Tho_ defendants 2, 3, 4 pleaded that the suit was barred as being 

other suit. Bussell, J., passed a decree in favour of the plaintiff 

del l' rrf Against this decree the 
ueiendants 2, 8, 4 appealed. 

IxolerUon (with I)amr) for the appellants. 

Setalvacl (with Mh’sa) for the respondents. 

Baxchelok, J. :-The following tree shows the relation between 
the various defendants-appellants 


.Tusub Abba— Safurabai. 

I 


Abdulla 

Siilonian 


Jan Malionied— Bayabai 


Abdulk IS an insolvent, and the Official Assignee: is the first 
detondan m his place. Jan Mahomed died intestate in 1906 
leaving his widow his only heir. The parties are Outchi 
Memons, and the plaintiff is by profession a money-lender. 

The suit out of which this appeal arises is based on two 

Mee drawn by one Abdul Behman in September 1904 in 

if endorsed in the name of Jusub Abba 

nh- ^ *^®se same &mdks the 

plaintiff brought an earlier Suit No. 868 of 1904 against Abdul 

Behman, the drawer, and Jusub Abba, the indorser, and in that 
suit obtained a decree against both the then defendants. That 
decree has remained unsatisfied, and it is common ground that 

Jusub Abba died in February 1902 or over two years before the 
institution of this Suit No. 863. The suit underlying the 
present appeal IS No. 611 of 1905, and in it the plaintiff seeks 
to enforce liability for the two against the defendants 

as the rpresentatives of the deceased Jusub Abba. The learned 
Judge below has decreed the claim, and against that dem-co 
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tlic present appeal is pieferred by tlio defendants Bayabab 
Safutabai and Sulemant 

The stress c£ the argumeiifc in this appeal has fallen upon 
the question as to the etact ehaxaeter of Suit No. 863^ and 
Mr, Robertson has contended that that suit is a bar to the present 
claim. The contention is put in the alternative, and it is urged 
that the second defendant in Suit No, 863 was either the firm of 
Jusub Abba or was the individual Abdulla Jusub: in either of 
these cases it is said that the present claim is unsustainable. 
I will deal xvith the axg ament that the second defendant in the 
earlier suit was the firm of Jusub Abba, and not the individual 
of that name. It will not be necessary to consider the alterna- 
tive suggestion. Turning, first, to the title of the suit, we find 
that the second defendant is there described as Jusub Abba 
also of Bombay Mahomedan inhabitant doing business at 
Esplanade Road opposite to Watson^s Hotel within the fort/^ 
I must accept the argument that that is jmmd fade the description 
of an individual pei’son, but I cannot accept the view that that is 
an end of the matter. Foi, having regard to the practice of 
these Courts, the description is conceivably applicable to the 
firm Jusub Abba, and I think wc must look to the evidence to 
see what precisely the description meant TFo need not look 
beyond the evidence of the plaintiff himself. In the course of 
execution proceedings under the earlier deeico, notice was issued 
on Safurabai, who on 16th June 1906 made tho affidavit 
exhibit 21 pointing out that Jusub Abba had died more than 
two years betore the suit was filed. Plaintift^s reply is his 
affidavit exhibit 1 of 12th January 1906, in which he not merely 
admits, but emphatically contends, that his suit of 1904 was 
brought against the firm of Jusub Abba, which through its 
manager, Abdulla Jusul, had endorsed the Ii^^ndles to him# In 
his deposition in the present suit the plaintiff does indeed make 
a half hearted attempt to resile from this position, but on his 
attention being drawn to his affidavit he abandons the attempt 
ted says, « I say now I sued the firm of Jusub Abba. By firm 
shop, 1 sued the owner of the sbop/^ There the 
eieept that this view is amply corroborated by 
ipi fewi wMoh the kmim are drawn and by the 
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tenour of the plaintiff% deposition. For it appears that the 
plaintiff had no knowledge of the man Jnsnb Abha; he never 
saw hiiBi he say&j or tried to see him. Asked how he knew* the 
name of Jusnb Abba^ he says know the name of Jnsub Abba 
in connection with this bu&inevss. Jusub Abba was the name of 
the fiim~the firm of Jusub Abba^ his own business And 
further on he says that what he thought he was getting by the 
suit was a decree against the firm. And here^ I think^ may be 
found the answer to the question put by the plaintifi’s counsel 
in the lower Court, namely, why should the plaintiff have 
brought a suit against a dead man ? It may be that the 
plaintiff when he filed the suit was not aware ot Jusub^s death, 
though his own evidence on the subject is plainly untrust- 
worthy ; but the real explanation is, I conceive, that it mattered 
nothing the plaintiff whether the man Jusub Abba was alive 
or dead ; his suit was a suit against the firm. So the writ was 
served on Abdulla as manager of the firm — see section 74, Civil 
Pioeedure Code — and that is the position assigned to Abdulla 
throughout the proceedings. No doubt the question is not, 
V horn did the plaintiff intend to sue, but whom did he in fact 
sue ? The dibtinetion, however, cannot, in my opinion, avail the 
plaintiff hero ; for under the practice and rules of this Court — see 
especially Eule 375 of the High Court Rules— a suit framed 
within the meaning and in the form of Suit No. 863 would be a 
good suit against the liim. In other words the plaintiff in the 
earlier suit did intend to sue the firm of Jusub Abba and did 
give sufficient effect to that intention. In the same way the 
plaintiff filed Suit No. 16788 of 1904 on the Small Cause Court 
against Jusub Abba^^ (exhibit B), and, as he admits, under the 
decree made, Le levied an attachment on the shop and the 
money was paid. 

Thus upon a consideration of all the evidence and the cireum* 
stances connected with Suit No, 863 I come to the conclusion 
that that suit was brought against the firm of Jusub Abba. 
That being so, the present suit admittedly will not lie against the 
defendant-appellants as partners , and it is in that view of their 
position that the learned Judge has decreed against them, and 
upon that footing only has the plaintiff sought to uphold the decree* 
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Upon this finding the question arises why the plaintiff did 
not rest content with the decree which he obtained and which 
as he understood it bound the firm^ especially as there has been 
no determination in execution proceedings or otherwise that the 
decree does not bind the firm. Mr. Eobertson’s answer to this 
question is that the plaintiff, having discovered that the assets 
of the firm of Jusub Abba are exhausted, is now anxious to come 
upon certain immoveable propeities which would not be liable 
under the terms of the decree in Suit No. 863 construed as a 
decree against the firm. It seems to me that this is the real 
explanation of the origin of the present suit, and upon this 
point reference may be made to the plaintiffs application 
exhibit 2 of 5th May 1905. That was the first step taken in 
execution of the decree, and the disingenuous passage in para- 
graph 2 of the application as to the second defendant being now ff 
dead is very significant. I have no doubt that the plaintiff had 
long been aware that Jusub Abba’s death had occurred long 
before the decree, and when he was challenged upon this point 
by Bafurabai in her affidavit of 16th June 1905, he falls back 
upon the other position that the second defendant in his suit 
was the firm of Jusub Abba : see his affidavit exhibit 1 . Finally 
on 20th January 1906 ho abandons the notice against Safurabai 
(exhibit A 20), the piesent suit having been instituted on 11th 
August 1905, It is not, as Mr. Setalvad has suggested, that 
the plaintiff was forced by Safurabaifs contentions to abandon 
execution: it -was his business to go oir with it and obtain the 
adj udication of the Com t, and I cannot doubt that that is the 
course which he would have pursued if ho had thought that 
his decree wxas sufficient for his purposes. But for reasons 
which are no longer obscure he elected to give the go-by to the 
decree which he had, and endeavoured to convert that decree 
into one of a different chaiaeter. There can be no doubt of the 
nature of the suit he then filed. lire only prayer in the plaint- 
other than thelformal prayer for further and other relief— is a 
pMyer ‘Hhat the defendants as the representatives of the 
decreed Jusub Abba ’f may be decreed liable to discharge the 
debl“ out of the estate of J usub Abba. Before us it was conceded 
ihal no ljabp|ty could be attached to the defendant-appellants 
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upon this footings and indeed it is plain that as representatives 
of Jastib Abba they cannot be held responsible for a debt 
contracted two years after Jusub Abba's death. The learned 
Judge below wa&j I gather, oi the same opinion, and he has 
decreed against the appellants, not as representatives of Jusub 
Abba, but as partneis, or rather as qmd-'psivtnev% in a firm. 
But they were not sued in this latter capacity, and no question 
o£ their liability in that capacity is raised either in the pleadings 
or in the issues on which the parties went to trial. In niy 
opinion, therefore, the appellants upon this giound alone are 
entitled to succeed, and to claim that a suit brought against 
them on one ground, which failed, should not be decreed against 
them on another ground which they had no opportunity of 
meeting. The only plain issue as to the appellant's liability is 
issue No. 13 which contemplates merely their liability as 
representatives of Jusub Abba, and Mr. Eobertson, who appeared 
for the appellants below, was taken by surprise when the 
ground assigned for the liability w^as shifted as the trial 
proceeded; and no attempt was made to obtain the Judge's 
permission to amend the plaint or frame further issues. 

In my opinion, then, the appeal must be allowed both because 
the suit against the appellants was barred by Suit No. 86S of 190 1, 
and, because it was not competent to the Court in this suit to 
make a decree against the appellants on the footing of their being 
partners or ^«^<:?^i-paitners in the firm. 

After the arguments in this appeal had been completely heard 
Mr. Setalvad applied for leave, if necessary, to amend the plaint; 
but it is plain that at that stage we ought not to allow a suit of 
one character to be converted into a suit of a substantially 
different character. 

The judgment of the lower Oourti,must be reversed and the suit 
must be dismissed as against the appellants with costs throughouta 

Ceaubau, J. — I concur. 

Decree reversed* 

Attorneys for appellants .— VmalU and DJmozslaw. 

Attorneys for respondents.— Jfw; Mirza and Mnza. 
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Before Sir Basil Scott, Chief Justice, md Mi Justice Batchelor, 

Itoa T&t Ejem of GUNNAJI BHAWAJI, Appellants and PLAix\TiPrs, 
March 2. MAKANJI KHOOS VLOHAND akb othbbs, Eespondbkts and DEPEisB- 

AHTS.^ 

Civil Piocediire Code (Act ATF of 1882)-- Amendment of ^lai\t hj ref rnng 
to document not included m hJj of documents 7 ehed on. 

At tlie hearing of a suit brought the phintiff foi the rccoTery of a '='Um 
due at the foot of an aecoanfe the defendant laised a plea of limitation The 
pi imtifif thereupon applied for leave to amend his plaint by setting out an 
acknowledgment in writing signed by the defendant within the period of 
limitation The lower Couit lefused the application. 

On appeal -- 

MeJdj that the amendment should have been allowed. 

Appeal from the judgment of Russel), dated 21st August 
1908. 

The plaintiffs filed this suit on 15th October 1907 against the 
defendants who were partners to recover a sum of Rs. 6,671 due 
to the plaintiffs on agency accounts and interest thereon. The 
plaint stated that the accounts were adjusted and settled on the 
38th September 1899 when a sum of Rs. 8,50] was found pay- 
able to the plaintiffs by the defendants for which sum the 
defendants signed an acknowledgment undertaking to repay it 
with interest at 6 per cent. At the hearing of the suit when it 
came on as a short cause a written statement was put in 
raising several defences, but the only one relied on was that of 
limitation ; and upon that being done counsel for the plaintiff 
applied for leave to amend the plaint, because he sought to 
rely upon another document, namely, a letter of 20fch of March 
1902, which amounted to an acknowledgment of liability within 
the meaning of section 19 of the Limitation Act. l^issell, J., 
declined to allow the amendment on the ground that the letter 
j ^ not referred to in the list of documents relied on by the 
li' plaintiffs and dismissed the suit with costs. Against this 
1 4 the plaintiffs appealed. 


«'A|)pealNo. 48 of 1908. 
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Setalvad for the appellants -The amendment should have 
been allowed. The suit is brought under the Code of 1882, 
We submit that if the suit was barred on the face of it as the 
lower Court thinks it is the plaint ought under section 54 (a) to 
have been rejected at the time of pre'^^entation and not taken on 
the file. Had this been done the plaintiffs might have filed 
another suit while there was yet time, whereas now owing to 
the period that has passed between the date of admission of the 
plaint and now they w ould be hopelessly out of time. Section 54 
does not apply to the case but section 58 and the Court 
ought to have given leave to amend the plaint. The object of 
a suit being to get at the rights of parties any amendment 
which may be required for that pm pose should subject to general 
principles be allowed, see Bowen L. J. in 
In Moli'immnd Zaliooi v. M%mmat Thaloomnee^^ the Privy Council 
allowed an amendment on the ground that if the plaintiff was 
left to bring a fresh suit it might be met by a plea of limifeafcion. 
By allowing the amendment the chaiacter of the suit would not 
be altered. The cause ot action would have remained the same; 
the defendant could still have pleaded the same defence of 
limitation, all the amendment could do would have been to give 
the plaintiff greater lacility to meet the dcf cnee‘s?. 

Advocate General, and for the respond- 

ents. 

The lovrer Court was right in disallowing the amendment. 
A gross injustice would be done to the defendants by allowing 
it. See Stemafcl v. North Metwpohtcm Tumiway $ Qomj^a'ny^^'^ \ 
Weldon v. Neal^^^ , Clarapede ^ Co^ v. Commercial Union Auocia* 

Scott, 0. J. In this ease we cannot agree with the learned 
Judge of the Couit below that an amendment such as was asked 
for would convert the suit into a suit of different and inconsist- 
ent character. The »uit would remain the same based upon 
i^xactly the same cause of action except for the addition of one 

CD 0BU) 26 Oh. D. 700 at p. 711. C^) (1886) 16 Q. B. D. 566. 

m (1867) 11 Mco. I. A. 468. m (1887) 19 Q. B. D. 394, 

m (1883) 32 W. E. (Bn^) 262. 
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allegation. We tbink^ therefore, that the amendment should be 
allowed as n in paragraph 1 of the memorandum of appeal, 
but as the controv'ersy has arisen entirely through the negligence 
o! the plaintiffs we direct that they must pay the costs of the 
appeal and of the first hearing in the Court below including the 
costs, if any, of the hearing of the judgment. Leave granted to 
defendants to file a supplemental written statement, if so advised. 

Attorneys for the appellants : — Ilessn. MeUa and Dalfutfam^ 
Attorneys for the jrespondt nts t --Mr. N, M. Gama. 

B, N, L. 


APPELLATE CRIMINAL, 


Before Sh Bmd Scotty Ki f Chief Jmtice^ and Mr, Justice Batehehr, 

MUNICIPAL COMMJBSIONEE OF BOMBAY, Complaiitaht, t;, 
THE AGENT, G I. P EAILWAY COMPANY, Acgu&ed,*^' 

IncUmi Emluw/s Act (IX of IS 90), see. r—City of Bombay Municipal Act 
(Bom. Jet III of is95), see. jOd — Use by Railway Company of its premises 
jorstonuy iimher— License fi om the Municipal Commissioixer fo^ the use 
not nacssary. 

The Agent of the G. I, P, Bailway Company having been chaiged in the 
Presidency Magistiate’^ Coiut at the instance of the Bornlay Municipality 
undn seetioi BOt (1) (d) of the City o£ Bombay Municipal Act (Bom, Act 
III of 1888J witli having used the Company’s premises for storing timber 
without a license granted by the Munici|)al Commissionei, the Presidency 
Magistiate recoided evidence and icferied the following question under sec* 
iion 432 of the Criminal Frceeduie Code (Act Y of 1898) 

**3)0 the siatutoi} poweis given to the Pailway Company (section 7 of the 
Indian Bailwajs Act IX of 1890) preclude the necessity of obtaining a license 
from the Municipal Commissioner, to ii^e premises in such a manner as is 
necessaiy for tlie convenient making, altering, repairing and using the 
Hallway P* 

that no such license was necessary. Section 7 (1) of the Indian 
Ifeil Ways Act (IX of 1890) authoiiziea the Paiiway Administration to d ,3 aU 
mmmry for the convenient making, maintaining, altering, repairing and 

* CfimlWiai H«fcrenee No, 07 of Xf09, 
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using tlio Hallway uotwitlistanding anything in any o^hei enactment for the 
time being in force. 

The storing of timber was necessary for the convenient makingj te, of the 
Bail way line. 

Under section % snb-section 2 of the Indian Bailway«! Act (IX of 1890) the 
Governor Geneial in Council and not the Mnnicipal Commissioner has the 
control of the Eailway Administiation in the exercise of its poweis under sub- 
section 1. 

Refebexce by a. H. S. Aston, Chief Presidency Magistrate 
of Bombay, "under section 432 of the Criminal Procedure Code 
(Act V of 1898). 

The accused, the Agent of G. I. P. Eailway Conxpany, was 
charged under section 394 (1) (d) of the City of Bombay 
Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of 18S8) with having on or about 
the 25th March 1909 used certain premises, namely, two plots of 
ground, the property of the G. 1. P. Eailway Company at 
Bombay, for the purpose of storing timber without a license 
granted bj^ the Municipal Commissioner of Bombay. 

The timber in question consisted of about 15,000 Eailway 
sleepers and it was admitted that no license was obtained and 
that the sleepers were timber and they were siored. The 
accused, however^ contended on the strength of the ruling in 
Emperor v. Wallace Flour Mill Compan^^^^ that as the Eailway 
Company was not trading in timber and as the purpose for which 
the premises were used was entirely acces-^ory and necessary for 
their business^ the real purpose was not in fact to store. 

The evidence recorded by the Magistrate also showed that tlie 
G. L P. Railway Company for some years past had stacked 
sleepers on the said premises for the use of their "whole line. 
The maximum of the sleepers stacked was estimated at about 
36,000 sleepers and the minimum at about 7,000 and 8,000. 

Under these circumstances the Chief Presidency Magistrate 
referred the following questions to the High Court for an 
authoritative decision under section 432 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code (Act T of 1898) ; — 
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1. Docs the fact fhai th& Eailwayar© not trading in timber and that tbe 
purpose for wkiob. tbe premibos are used is necessaiy for the convenient 
carrying on of their business as a Railway over their whole system negative 
the intention to store Wiihm the meaning of section 394 (1) (c?) of the City of 
Bombay Municipal Act ? 

2. Bo the statutory poweis gi/ea to the Railway Company (section *7 of the 
Indian Railways Act IX of 1890) preclude the necessity of obtaining a 
license fiom the filunicipal Commission er to use premises in such a manner 
as is necessary for the convenient making, altering, repaiiing and using the 
Railway ? 

3. Is the fee payable for a license contemplated by section 894 (1) (d) of the 
Municipal Act a tax wnilim the meaning of section 135 of the Indian Railways 
Act IX of 18901^ 

4 Is tlu Government of India Xotid^ition Xo. 9977, dated the 29th 
November 1907, a valid notification within the meaning of section 135 (1) of the 
Indian Railways Act and does it render the Railway Company liable to pay the 
‘‘license feo in question ? 

5. C in an obligation to obtain a hcenso be separated fiom a liability to pay 
the fee P 

6» I)o license fees come within the Xotidcation ? 

In making the reference the Magistrate observed as fol- 
lows:— 

In this connection it miy bo pointed out that the Railway system worked by 
the G. I P. Railway is about 3,900 miles in extent and sleopeis were stacked 
for the use of the whole sjstom, Mr. Bitty, J., in JEJmperor v, WMace JFlour 
Mill Oompmi/0) laid down the principle that an intention to store is negatived 
if the quantity rehiined is only reasonably sufficient for the varying exigencies 
of consumption but it does lut, I think, follow that the intention would be 
negatived if a Gompanyhavingmilh invaiiouspaits of India were to accumulate 
in one place a quantity sufficient for the varying exigencies of consumption of 
all its mills. In the case of Bmjpemr v. Wallace Flour Mill the 

supply of oil in hand would only have sufficed for about twelve days^ use in the 
paiticular mdl, in the present case the 15,000 sleepers which were stacked by the 
Railway would have sufficed according to the consumption in 1908 for about 
five months' use over the whole area worked by the Railway and according to 
the same m^e the quantity of sleepers actually received and stacked in 1908 
would have sufficed for nearly two years* use. It is true that the average for 
Ift? and 190S together worbs out at a somewhat higher rate of consumption, 
visi , 39,739, but this is counterbalanced by the fact that on the 1st January 1908 
there wm a balance in hand of about 8,000 sleepers. 


<i) (1904) 39 Bom. 193, 
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Iti is However contended by Mr* Yorke SinltH that tlie statutory powers given 
totHe Eaii^ay Company (section 7 of tlie Indian Hallways 4<5t. IX of 1S9J) 
preclude tlie Municipal Commissioner from insisting on a license# 

Under section 7 danse (/) statutory powers Have Been conferred on tHe Bail- 
way to do all other acts necessary for making, maintaining, altering or 
repaiiing and naing tHe railway/* and in my opinion on tHe evidence it is 
necessary for tHe conv-enient making, maintaining, altering or repairing tHe 
railway, tHat tHo Bailway Company sHould be at liberty to store Bailway 
sleepers on the premises in question from time to time. As tHe sleepers are 
obtained by shiploads fiom Australia, it inevitably follows that at certain 
periods there is a large accession to the stock. 


Mr, Crawford However contends that even if the need for storing is conceded 
the oHligalion to obtain a license from the Commissioner is not thereby 
extinguished. 

THe Bailway Have a light to score subject to the necessity of obtaining a 
license. But the nece*”sity of obtaining a license restricts to that extent the 
statutory power conferred by the Bailway Act and implies a power in the 
Municipal Commissioner of refusing to giant a license and I am of opinion on 
reading the authorities relied on by the defence, viz , London and Bri^Mon 
Mailwa^ Company v. Trumani^) ; City and South London Bailmay Company 
V. London County CounciU ^) ; London County Cofancil v. School Board for 
London ^^) ; Emsley v, North Eastern Bailway Company^^), that such a power 
is inconsistent with the statutoiy powers given to the Bail way. 

I think Mr Yorke Smith is also right in his contention that a license fee 
is a tax within the meaning of section 135 of the Eailway Act and that the 
Isfotihcation by the Cover ninent of India, Department of Commerce and Indus- 
try, Ho. 9977, dated 29th Hovembei 1907, which is relied on as rendering the 
Bailway administration liable to pay the tax, is not such a notification as 
was intended by the section and inoperative. The case of the Brewers and 
Maltsters Association of Ontario v. Attorney General for Ontarioi^) and 
section 3 (p) of the City of Bombay Municipal Act, lb88, have been cited with 
reference to the first contention while with reference to the second contention 
the validity of the Hotification has been attacked firstly on the ground that its 
wording shows that the discretion necessary in framing a Hotifioation tinder 
the section has not been exercised ; The Queen v. Bommayai^)^ Maoheth v# 
Ashley^^ Sharp v* Wahefmld^^), Spdgg v. Sigeaui^) ; Maxwell on Inter* 
pretation of Statntes (third edition, pp. 175 to 177) and secondly on tHo 
ground that the notification is not consistent with the Act under which it 
purports to have been made; Macheih v. Ashley and Bajam Ckettl v, 
Smhwyyail^)* If the wording of the notification is considered, I think it can 


(I) (1885) 11 App. Cas. 45. 
m £1891] 2 Q. B. 613# 

(3) [1892] 2Q.B.603. 

W [1896] 1 Oh. 418. 
m £18973 A* Ci 231. 


m (1882) 5 Mad. 26. 

(7) (1874) h. B, 2 S. & D. 352— S57. 
m [1891] A. 0. 173-»179. 
m [1897] A. C, 238. 
m (1895) IS Mad# 236 at p. 245* 


1909# 

MtnsnairAn 

.Con:M:is- 

Bombay 

V. 

C# I. B. 
Eailway 
Company, 




m 


TfilS INDIAN DAW REPOETS. [VOL. XXXt?. 


im 


1 tTKCmifi 

COICMIS- 

Btowm OF 

Bombay 

i\ 

a, L K 
Haiiwav 
CWpany. 


bo reasonably contended tliat tlio Koiifir«xli«n is so as io affect not only 
existing but erei^ ftitmo railway atlniinisiraiions, not only existing bnt also 
fntnre taxes and that its effect is \ntiirill} to lopcal tlie proYisions of tlie section 
from wbieb it deihes its aiithoiity ” 

The reference was hear<l by Scotty 0. 3,^ and Batchelor^ J . 

Colien (instructed by Grtncfoiili Bhiou and Co.) for the IVtuBi- 
cipal Commissioner. 

Moierison (instructed by ZiUle S do.) for the Railway Com- 
pany. 

ScoiT^ C. J. — The A^eiit of the G. I. P. Railway Company was 
charged in the Presidency Magistrate's Court under section 894 
(1) (d) of the City of Bombay Municipal Act with having used 
certain premises for the purpose of storing timber xvithout a 
license granted by the Municipal Commissioner, 

The Chief Presidency Magistrate having taken evidence has 
referred for the opinion of this Court certain questions specified 
at the end of the case stated by liim. 

The first question is^ in our opinion; one of fact and not of law, 
and, therefore, cannot be stated under section 43:2 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code, under which this reference is made. 

As regards the other questions, if the second question is 
answered in the affiriiiativo no answer need he given to the 
remaining questions, for the case will in that event have to Ic 
decided in favour of the respondent. 

The second question is in these terms : 


the statiitoiy pox^els ghon to the Eailvay Company (section 7 of tl^e 
Indian EailMays Act IX of 1890) pietlnde tbe necessity of obtaining a 
lloense fiom tie Municipal Commissioner to use premises in such a manner 
as is necessary for the convenient mahing, alteiing, repairing and using the 
Bailway P 


Section 7 of the Indian Bailwmys Act IX of 1890, to the 
provisions of which the G. I. P. Railway is subject, provides as 
fdlows ; — 

|i) ^ Subject to the piovisioiis of this Act and, in the ea«e of immoveable 
not belonging to the Railway administration, to Ihe piovisions 
of any enaHment for tho time hemg in tome for the acqnisiffon of land 
for pnblio purposes and for companies, and subject also, in the ca^e 
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of a Eailway company j to the provibions of any contmet between tbe oom- 
pa ny and ibe G-overnmentj a Bailway admiaxstration may for tb© piti’pose 
of constructing a Bailway or tbe acco'nmodation or other works connected 
ilieiewitb and notwithstanding anything in any other enactment for the 
time being in force . . , 

^^(/) do all other acts necessaiy for making, maintaining, altering or re-* 
pairing and using the Eailway. 

(2) ^^The exeicise of the poweis conferied on a Eailway administration 
by sub-seotion (1) shall be subject to the contiol of the OoTernor General 
in OonnciL” 

In stating the ease the Magistrate finds as a fact on the evidence 
that it is necessary for the convenient making, maintaining, alter- 
ing or repairing the Eailway that the Eailway Company should be 
at liberty to store Eailway sleepers on the premises in question 
from time to time and that as the sleepeis are obtained by ship- 
loads from Australia it inevitably follows that at certain periods 
there is a large acces&ion to the stock. Upon this finding it would 
appear primA facie that the Eailway administration is authorised 
to store Eailway sleepers upon the premises in question notwith- 
standing anything in any other enactment for the time being in 
force. 

It is, however, argued on behalf of the Municipal Commissioner 
that notwithstanding the statutory authority and notwithstand- 
ing the finding of the Magistrate it is still necessary for the 
Eailway Company to obtain a license under section 394 of the 
Bombay Act III of 1888 for storing sleepers upon the premises. 

It will be convenient at this point to set out the portions of the 
sections of the Municipal Act, which have been referred to in 
argument • 

Section 394 (1), {b) and {d) provide: — 

(1) No person shall use any premises for any of the purposes hereinbelow 
mentioned, without, or otherwise than m confomity with the terms of, a 
license granted by the Commissioner in this behalf, namely . , . 

(b) any purpose which is, in the opinion* of the Commissioner, dangerous 
to life, health or piopeitj^, oi likely to create a nuisance, . , . 

(d) storing for other than domestic use or selling timber, firewood, char-' 
coal, coal, coke, ashes, hay, grass, stiaw or any other combustible thing.’* 
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Bedion 479 (1) provides 

(d) Wltenover it is provided in tMs Act tliat a. license or a written per^ 
mission may be given for any purpose, sucb hcen^^gr written permission 
shall specify tbe peuod for wbirli, and tlio restrict^fe and conditions sub- 
ject to wbwii, tlie same is gi anted, and shall be given under the signature 
of the Commissioner or of a municipal officerjempoweied under section 68 
to giant the same* 

Section 479 (3) provides 

** Bnbject to the provisions of clause (<f) of section 403, any license oi wiitten 
permission granted nndei this Act may at any time be suspended or 
revoked by the Commissionei, if any of its restrictions or conditions is 
infiinged or evaded by the person to whom the same has been granted, or 
if the said person is convicted of an infringement of any of the provisions 
of this Act or of any regulation <r by-law made hereunder in any matter 
to which such license or permission i dates,’ 

It is not disputed that the unrestricted piovisions of section 394 
would empower the Commissioner to refuse m his discretion to 
grant a license* This view has the authority of a ruling of this 
Court in its favour : see Eaji E-mail v. Umicij^al Gomrni^^ 
moner of Bomhay 

It was at first contended by counsel for the Commissioner that 
the power of refusal extended to such a case as the present but 
being pressed by the %vor(ls of section 7 of the Railways Act not- 
withstanding anything in any other enactment for the time 
being in force and by the consideration that such a contention 
if upheld would give to the Commissioner^ under section 394 (J), 
the power, if he thought fit, to piohibit the working of the 
Railway in parts of the city, he modified and reduced the argu- 
ment to this, that although by reason of the terms of section 7 
of the Railways Act the Commissioner could not prohibit the use 
of any premises, the use of which was authoiised by the terms 
of section 7, yet he still had reserved to him under section 394 
(1) {d) a power of regulating the method in which the Railway 
Company should store timber upon its premises even though 
such storing was authorised by section 7 (1) (/) ; and authorities 
Welre cited to the Court in support of the general proposition 
thsft an implied repeal of one Act by a later Act will not be 
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inferred if it is possible eyen partially to harmonise the proyi- 
sions of the two A^i^* While we recognise this as a general 
rule of constructia^/ we do not think that there is any scope for 
its application in the present case } in the first place, it would 
involve an almost complete rewriting of section 394^ part of it 
being left to stands another part being restricted without any 
precise guidance as to the limits of the restriction and yet 
another part being altogether deleted. It seems to us very 
doubtful whether such a recasting of the section would be war- 
ranted by any recognised principles of constiuction. In the 
second place we have not only the provision that the words of 
section 7 shall be read notwithstanding anything in any other 
enactment for the time being in force, but we have an express 
declaration in sub^section (2) o! the authority which shall have 
control of the Railway administration in the exercise of its powers 
under sub-section (1). That authority is the Governor General 
in Council and not the Municipal Commissioner. 

The provisions of the Railways Act to which we have referred 
provide, we think, for an undivided and exclusive control of 
Railway administrations by the Supreme Governmenu. 

Considerations of conveni^e and the safety of the public and 
security of property have beto pressed upon us in argument}. But 
we do not think there is any practical force in any of these 
suggestions, for, if the Municipal Commissioner is really of 
opinion that the Railway Company is exercising its statutory 
powers in a manner inconsistent with the health of the inhabitants 
of Bombay or the safety ot property therein, it is always open to 
Mm to make a representation to that effect to the Governor 
General in Council in order that the state of affairs complained of 
may be inquired into and if necessary remedied by the proper 
authority. 

Fov these reasons we answer the second question in the affirm* 
ativfe and we return the case to the Presidency Magistrate to 
be disposed of in accordance with this finding. 


1909. 


MraioiPAr, 
COMMIS- 
sioxiB or 
Bohisat 

n L p, 
Baiwat 
CosrrAxv. 


t 


Order accordingly. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

Before Mr, fmtwe OhmiamrMr and Mr* Justice Seaton* 

MUG-AFPA OHAHBASAPPA BAWADATH (original Plaintipf), 

Appellant, a , MAHAMADSAHIB yalab IMAMBAHIB (original 

DErjENDANT), PlSPONBENT.^ 

Beeree^B^eeution qf decree -^Beeree for ^ent — Suit for redemptionr^TaMng 

of accounts under the JDehlelian Agncultinnst^' Belief Act (XVTl of 1879 ) — 

BesuU of account shotoing tltat mortijagee overpaid himelf from rents and 

profits — Mortgaged s rigid to execute decree for rent, 

III virtue of a deciee £oi four yeirs’ leiit, passed at a timevlien the provisions 
o! the Dekkhan Agiieultarists’ Belief Act did not apply, the plaintiff (mortga- 
gee) became entitled to recover a certain sum fiom the defendant (mortgagor). 
After the introduction of the Dekkhan Agricultiii ists’ Belief Act, the kttei sued 
the foimer for redemption of the mortgage of the laud in respect of which the 
lont-notc sued on had been passed , on taking accounts in the wdy directed bj 
the At t, it was found that the plaintiff as moitgagee had overpaid himself from 
tho rents and profits of the land. The plaintiff thereafter applied to execute 
his decree foi lont. Both the lower Courts dismissed the application on the 
gionnd that the plaintiff had alieady recovered more than was due to him as 
mortgagee fiom the rents and profits of the land. On appeal 

IMd, that the rent decree must be executed as it stood, having regard to the 
fact that the piovisions of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act did not 
apply when it was passed, and that the accounts which were taken for the 
puiposes of the subsequent decree were talcen for a special purpose- that is, for 
enabling the defendant to redeem on favourable terms, and did not entitle him 
to recover anything from the plaintiff by way of set-off. 

Secokd appeal from the decision of T* D. Pry^ District Judge 
of DhdrwAr, confirming the order passed by G. N. Kelkar, Joint 
Subordinate Judge at Dh^rw.4r. 

Proceedings in execution. 

The defendant mortgaged certain land with the plaintiff on 
the 25th September 1892 with possession. On the same day, 
the defendant passed a rent-note in respect of the land in favour 
of the plaintiff and the defendant entered on the land as 
plmntiff’s tenant. 

In 1904, the plaintiff sued the defendant on the rent-note to 
recpver from him four years' rent (1899 to 1903), and obtained 
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a decree for Es. l^S78-4-l. At tlie date of tlic decree^ the 
provisioDs of the Dekkhaii Agriculturists^ Eolief Act did not 
apply. 

The provisions of the Bekkhan Agriculturists^ Belief Act 
were made applicable to the district in 1905. 

The defendant sued in 1906 for redemption of the moitgagCi 
In the course of the suit accounts were taken of the dealings in 
the way provided for by the Act, and they showed that not only 
had the mortgage been satisfied by February 1898 but that the 
mortgagee had received over Rs, 900 in excess. 

The plaintiff then applied to execute the decree for rent. 

The Subordinate Judge rejected the application on the follow** 
ing grounds : — 

Tho original mortgage-debt has been more than satisfied by the usufruct of 
the mortgaged lands, and tho moitgagee has already received neaily Es. 950 in 
excess of what was due to him under the moiigage. This complete satisfaction 
of the mortgage-debt took place befoie April 1898, This decree is for the four 
years’ rent subsequent to April 1898. The account taken in Suit Ho. 114 of 
1900 shows that after Februaiy 1898 nothing was due to the mortgagee under 
his mortgage, and that since then he has enjoyed the profits for nothing 
Under these circumstances I think the decree-holder cannot bo allowed to 
execute this decree. If the Couit allowed him to execute this deciee, it would 
be helping him to get money to which he is not entitled after the complete 
satisfaction and discharge of the mortgage-debt. This would be going against 
the spirit of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act Theie is no question of 
going behind the Court’s deciee or of disturbing any jural relations. The 
question is whether the Court can lend its assistance to one seeking to make 
an undue gain and to cau^e undue loss to another ” ^ I think the Court cannot 
do this. 

This decree was confirmed by the District Judge. 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 

Jayakar, with K, IL Kelhar, for the appellant.— *The lower 
Court has misconceived the question ; it is whether the first 
decree, being a subsisting decree, is capable of execution 
or not. The question that at the date of that decree, viz,^ 8th 
July 1905, Rs. 1,378-4-1 were due is m jucUeatam, the execution 
proceedings, the defendants are estopped from questioning this 
finding in execution proceedings. The execution proceedings are 
only a carrying out of the decree and the only question which 
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the Court can go into in execution proceedings is the question of 
the satisfaction of the decree under section 258^ old Civil 
Procedure Code^ and Order 21, rule 2^ new Civil Procedure Code. 
But tho Court has not proceeded under this section^ since this 
is not a case of subsequent payment or satisfaction of the decree, 
Hei'e the defendants want to counteract the finding in the first 
decree that Bs, 1,378-4-1^ was due^ by pleading against it, in 
execution proceedings, the finding in the redemption suit that 
nothing was due from defendant at the date of the first decree 
and that the defendants had paid Rs. 950 more than was due* 
This cannot be allowed to be done in execution proceedings. 

We say this case has nothing to do with the Dekklian 
Agriculturists’ Relief Act^ since the first decree was passed before 
tho introduction of that Act. The Act cannot be constiued 
retrospectively: see Fatmadiii v. Ganesk^^K The amount of 
Es. 950, found as overpaid, is arrived at by taking accounts 
on the footing of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Relief Act. 

But assuming that the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Relief Act 
applied; there is nothing in that Act enabling the Courts to 
depart from the ordinary rule of practice that the Court 
executing the decree has no power to vary the decree : see 
Ramelimdra v. Kondaji^^) and the cases cited there. The 
sections of the Act which are most favourable to such a case are 
sections 12 and 13 but even these sections, it has been held, 
cannot apply to decrees passed previously : see Govefdlmi v. Ymh 
bin Jnaji and Apaji v. Jimaram^^^ ; Tatya Yithoji v. Ba^u 
I Nmlu v. RagJm^^K 

As for the second part of the finding in the redemption suit 
that Es. 960 were over-paid, I submit, assuming that the 
Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Relief Act governed this ease, there is 
nothing in the Act to allow defendants to claim a set-off of an 
amount found as owing to them at the foot of an account taken 
on the basis provided by the Act* The Act being a special piece 
of legislation passed for a particular object cannot be so construed 
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as to cover purposes which were never contemplated : see 
Jmoji V, where even a refund was disallowed. 

iJ* 

The first decree was never mentioned or re£eri*ed to in the MASAwtAih 

SAHBB, 

redemption litigation in 1906 : see > the plaint in that suit. 

It was not taken into account in the latter suit, the question of 
the first decree was expressly left open in the redemption 
judgment : see the judgment. 

D. J., Eliare for the respondent. — The first decree has keen 
paid off. That is the finding in the second decree, which must 
he accepted, though the Court has not made an actual order 
for payment of the amount found to be over-paid. The Court 
could not make such an order in that suit. 

The defendant could have brought a suit to recover the 
amount over-paid under the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief Act: 
see Williams v. JDavies^^h If undue influence, or wrong 
advantage or any other equitable defence is proved, the Court 
sets aside the transaction. I ask the Court to act on the same 
principles here : see Janoji v Janop^^ ; SJieo Saran Shiffh y. MoliaUt 
Perslmd ; Eamoliaiiira Bala Bathe v. Jomrdan 

Chanbavarkir, J. : — We must set aside the decree of the 
lower Court and allow the execution in this matter to proceed. 

The decree for rent, it is admitted, remains unexecuted. But 
what is relied upon for the respondent is that, according to a 
subsequent decree for redemption, a ceitain amount over and 
above that due to him as mortgagee was appropriated by the 
appellant, during the time that he was in possession of the 
property as mortgagee. That amount is adjudged to have been 
so appropriated upon account taken under the Dekkhan Agricul- 
turists^ Relief Act. It is conceded that the Act did not apply at 
the time the decree for rent was obtained. That decree gave a 
right to the appellant to recover a certain amount from the 
respondent. The fact that in a subsequent decree passed under 
the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief Act, it was found upon taking 
accounts in the way directed by the Act that the appellant as 

(l) (1882) 7 Bom 185. (3) (18S2) 7 Bom. 185, 

(3) (1829) 2 Sim. 461, (4) (1905) 32 Cal. 576. 

m (1880) 14 Bom. 10. 
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mortgagee had over-paid himself from the rents and profits cannot 
affect the right he had acquired under the previous decree which 
stands in all its force. The Dekkhan Agricnlturists^ Eelief Act 
nowhere provides that where^ upon an account taken under it; 
it is found that a mortgagee in receipt of rents and profits has 
overpaid himself; the overpaid amount becomes a debt due from 
him to the mortgagor and that the latter becomes entitled to 
recover it from the mortgagee. As was held in Samc/icmdm 
Bala Sai/ie v. Janarclam a mortgagor under such 

circumstances is only enabled by the Act to redeem his mortgaged 
property on favourable terms upon an account taken in the 
special mode directed by the Act ; but the Act does not entitle 
the mortgagor to claim the payment from the mortgagee of any 
amount received fiom the property over and above the amount 
due on the moitgage on the footing of the account so taken. If 
that is SO; the set-off allowed by the lower Court is plainly 
contrary to law. 

The rent decree must bo executed as it stands; having regard 
to the fact that the piovisious of the Act do not apply to it, and 
that the accounts which wore taken for the purposes of the 
subsequent decree av ere taken for a special purpose — that is, for 
enabling the respondent to redeem on favourable terms, not for 
eniitimg him to recover anything from the appellant. 

The decree of the lower Court is reversed and the Darkhast is 
remanded to the Subordinate J udge to be executed according to 
law. 

Costs up to this throughout upon the respondent. 

Costs incurred hereafter to abide the result. 

Hmton’, J. -I have very great sympathy with the decision 
which has been arrived at by both the lower Courts ; and I have 
no doubt that our decision will be received by them with consi- 
derable surprise and will be regarded as militating against the 
intention of the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Eelief Act. Eat, after 
all; we have to administer the law as it is, not as we think it 
nnght to be. And although, both the lower Courts have regarded 

, m (ISW 14 Bom. 19. 
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the claim which the decree-holder has made in exectitioa of his 
decree with some thing almost amounting to amasiement, and as 
something, which if allowed, would be grossly unfair ; yet it is to 
be remembered that the decree for redemption has only been 
made by setting aside the terms of the mortgage, that is, by 
setting aside the contract between the parties, which the 
Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief Act allows the Judge to do 
and by then proceeding to take an account in which only a 
moderate rate of interest is allowed. If the mortgage 
contract had been allowed to proceed, unaffected by the provi- 
sions of the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief Act, the mortgagee 
would still be entitled to the possession of jthe land, would be 
entitled to the annual profits, and would so remain for something 
like ten years more. And, therefore, although it is pointed out 
very clearly and emphatically that the mortgagee has received 
considerable sums in excess of what after the account was taken 
under the Act, was found due to him, yet it must be remembered, 
that all that he has received, and also all that he claims under 
this decree which he now seeks to execute would be due to him 
but for the operation of the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Relief Act, 
and even after he has executed the decree, the mortgagee will have 
obtained far less than he would have received if the contract 
between the parties had been allowed to proceed. This may be an 
example of the great need that the Court should be allowed to 
break contracts of this kind and re-settle the relations between 
the parties on a fair basis. But it seems to me that there is 
nothing that can be described as unjust or unfair in allowing a 
creditor to receive that which the law entitles him to receive 
and permits him to receive. Until the Dekkhan Agriculturists^ 
Relief Act was introduced into the Dhd-rwar District, the 
mortgagee in this case was entitled to the rent fixed by the 
rent-note, and he was entitled to that for the years for 
which he obtained the decree for it. That decree was perfect- 
ly right as the law then stood. It has never been set aside, and 
it seems to me that we are bound to let that decree be executed 
whatever our opinions may be as to whether the decree-holder is 
fairly entitled to the rent or] not. We are bound to let that 
decree be exeouted unless it can be shown that in law, or for 


1909. 


MroArrA 

V* 

MAKAmAD* 

SAHEB. 



THl INDIAH LAW RIPORTS. [VOB. XXXIY. 



Mm&mi 

MAJIASCAB' 

0AfiK& 


some reason or another recognised by the law^ it ought not to be 
executed. It is one of the first principles of our law^ that when a 
decree is made, that decree, unless set aside by a Court of compe- 
tent jurisdiction, is a good decree and the holder of it can enforce 
execution of it until it becomes time-barred. Therefore this 
decree must be executed unless it has been satisfied, and nobody 
contends that it has, or unless there is some set off which can be 
placed against it* Nobody can make out anything in the nature 
of a legal set off* ; or that there is any money due by the mortga- 
gee to the mortgagor which the latter is entitled to say must be 
regarded as payment of the decree in whole or in part ; because 
although in the redemption suit, it was found that under the 
method of taking accounts peculiar to the Dekkhan Agricul- 
turists^ Relief Act the mortgagee's debt was more than paid off, 
yet the mortgagor has not obtained a decree on the excess pay- 
ments and therefore they cannot be painted to as monies due 
from the mortgagee to the mortgagor* Therefore, as the decree 
is still in force and has not been paid and there is nothing which 
can be pointed to as a set-off in law against what is due under 
that decree, it seems to me that it must be allowed to be 
enforced. 

This result is not more peculiar than that which was arrived 
at recently in England in the ease of Pott^Uoii v. Aclp^Btalle Cover 
anSf Boiler Bloch In that case it was held that a decree 

obtained must be enforced though after events showed that no 
such decree would have been made had the true circumstances been 
known. Here we have a decree perfectly lawful and good and 
not based on any misconception of fact, but it is proposed to 
forbid its execution on account of a change in the law made after 
the decree was obtained, which change does not either directly or 
by implication affect the decree. That change in the law cannot 
be permitted to annul the decree* 


Decree revereei, 
E* B# 


a) [1908] t Oh. m. 
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Before Sir Basil SeoUi Kt i Chief Justices and Mr, Justice Batchelor^ 

EHIMBAI JAMALBHOY (oei0ikal Plaintiff 1), Applicant, MARIAM 
BIME ABDUL RASOOL and othbes (oEiaiNAL Defendants), 
Opponents JJTos 1, 4 to 9 and 11. 

Aden Act {II of tS6V)i sections B ani — Court-fees Act (VII of 1870), 

section?, suh^section d, clauses (e) and (d) — Suits Valuation Act [VII of 
1887), section 8 — Ciml JProcedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), section 5Q1 — Civil 
Brccedure Code (Act Y of 1908), section 113 — Valuation foi the purposes 
of Court fees and jurisdiction — Suit for declaration and injunction — Mejec* 
iion of plaint as not properly stamped — Appeal — Application to state a 
ease to Migh Court'-^Summary dismissal of appeal — Application for 
revision--’ Jurisdiction^ 

The plaintiff brought a suit in the Court o£ the Assistant Resident at Aden 
for a declaiation of heirship and an injunction mith reference to certain 
property of the value of upwards Rs. 6Q,000. The claim being for declaration 
and injunction was, tinder the provisions of the Court-fees Act of 1870), 


^ Application No. 8 of 1909 under extraordinary jurisdiction, 

(1) Sections 8 and 15 of the Aden Act (11 of 1864) are as follows j— • 

8. No appeal shall lie from any decision or order of the Eesident given or made 
hy him, whether in the exercii:e of his original juiisdiction, or in the exercise of his 
juri diction as a Court of Appeal or of lovision ; but if in the trial of any suit in 
which the claim estimated as aforesaid slall not e\eeed one thousand lupees in value, 
any question of law or of usage having the force of law or of the construction of a 
document affecting the merits of the decision shall arise, on which the Resident shall 
entertain doubts, the Resident may, either of his own motion, or on the application 
of any of the parties to the suit, draw up a statement of the case and submit it, with 
his own opinion, for the decision of the High Court of Judicature at Bombay. 

And if in the trial of any suit or the hearing of an appeal in any suit in which 
the claim, estimated as aforesaid, shall exceed one thousand rupees in value, any 
question of fact or of law or of usage having the force of law or of tte consti^uctlon 
of a document affecting the merits of the decision shall arise, the Resident shall, on 
the application of any of the parties to the suit, or he may of his own motion, draw 
up a Etatement of the case and submit it with his own opinion for the decision of the 
said High Court* 

35* In the administration of civil Justice, the Court of the Resident shall he 
guided by the spirit and principles of the laws and regulations in force in the 
Bwidenoy of Bombay, and administered in the Courts of that Presidency not 
CSfeabMied by Boyal Charter, and in the High Court in the exercise of its jurisdiction 
as a Court of Appeal from those Courts* 
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Beoiioa snb-seotion 4, clauses (c) and (c^ valued bj tlie plaintifE at Es. 130 
upon which the prescribed Court-fee stamp was Bs. 10 only. The Assistant 
Eesident rejected the plaint on the ground that it was not properly stamped. 

Against the order of the Assistant Eesident the plaintiff appealed to the 
Eesident. at Aden, and. on the 23rd September 1908 presented an applicpdion 
under section 8 of. the Aden Act (II of 1864) to state a case to the High Court 
upon certain questions specified in the application. The Eesident, however, on 
the next day, that is, on the 24th September summarily dismissed the appeal 
under section 551 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act XIY of 1882), The 
jixdgment dismissing the appeal was read cut to the plaintiff* on the 7th October 
following, when she attended the Court. 

The plaintiff, thereupon, preferred an application for revision to the High 
Court praying that the order dismissing the appeal might be qiiasbed and that 
the Eesident he required to state a case. 

A question having arisen as to whether the High Court had jurisdiction to 
interfere in revision with any order passed by the Eesident in the exercise- of 
his Civil jurisdiction under the i\.den Act (II of 1864), . - 

that with regard to questions which might arise regarding cases ’to he 
stated by the Eesident for the decision of the High Court under the provi- 
sions of section 8 of the Aden Act'‘(ri of 1864) the Eesident’s Court is subor- 
dinate to the High Court. 

Under section 15 of the Aden Act (II of 1864) as the Court of the Eesident 
is to be guided by the spirit and principle of the laws and regulations in’ force 
in the Presidency of Bombay and administered in the Courts of that Presidency 
not established by Eoyal Charter and in the High Court in the exercise of its 
jurisdietibn as a Court of Appeal from those Courts, the provisions of the Suits 
Taluation Act (YII of 1887) are ^ the law for the time being for the valuation 
of claims * in the Courts of the Resident of Aden. 

Mddi farther, that the plaintiff's claim being valued at Es. 130 according to 
the law for the valuation of claims for the time being in force and according to 
the rulings of the Bombay High Court, it did not fulfil the requirements of 
section 8 of the Aden Act (II of 1864) so as to give the plaintiff a right to- 
demand the statement of the case upon any question of fact or law arising 
in the suit, 

Appligatioh under the extraordinary jurisdiction (section 115 
; bf the Civil Procedure Code, Act V of 1908) against the decision 
pi, E, de Brath^ Major-General, Political Resident at Aden, 
tamiharily dismissing an appeal against the order passed^hy 
B* Carter, Assistant Eesident, rejecting a plaint on the 
of the insufficiency of the Ooiirb-fees stampt . ^ . 
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One Dadabhoy Ganibboy, a resident of Aden, died at that 
place in the year 190-4 leaving him surviving a widow Rhimbai, 
children and grand-children. The deceased was possessed of 
considerable moveable and immoveable property consisting of 
houses, cash, shop-goods, pearls, etc. The Court of the Resident 
at Aden took charge of the said property and realized about 
Es. 53,000 by its sale. After the sale the heirs of the brothers 
of the deceased claimed a three-fourths share in the proceeds of 
the sale and the Resident's Court proposed to distribute that 
share among the claimants and to give the remaining one-fourth 
share to the widow and the children of the ; deceased. The 
widow, Rhimbai, and the children of the deceased brought a Suit 
No. l76 of 1907 against the claimants of the three^fourths 
share in the Court of the Assistant Resident at Aden for a 
declaration that the plaintiffs were the sole legal heirs of the 
deceased Dadabhoy Ganibhoy and as such entitled to receive the 
whole of the property of the deceased according to their respect- 
ive shares, free from the claims of the defendants. The plaintiffs 
also prayed for an injunction restraining the defendants from 
receiving from the Court any portion of the said estate. The 
claim was valued at Es. 180 and the plaint was engrossed on a 
Court-fee stamp of Rs. 10. The Assistant Resident found that 
the plaint was insufficiently stamped and gave a month’s time 
to the plaintiffs to make up the requisite stamp. The plaintiffs 
having failed to do so, they presented an application praying for 
extension of time and for amendment of the plaint. The 
Assistant Resident refused the application and passed an order 
rejecting the plaint under section 54 of the Civil Procedure Code 
(Act XIV of 1882). 

The plaintiffs preferred an appeal, No. 3 of 1908, against the 
said order to the Court of the Resident and subsequently on the 
23rd September 1908 applied to that Court to refer the case for 
the 'opinion of the High Court at Bombay under section 8 of the 
Aden Act (II of 1864) on the following. question: — 

Ik the plaint sufficiently stamped, and, was tlie order of the Court rejecting 
the plaint under section 64, clause (6) of the Civil Procedure Code without 
making an order, what the requisite stamp should he, legal? 
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— — On the 24th Septembei' 1908 the Resident summarily dismissed 
JikSv Civil Procedure Code, 1882. 

Masiam September 1908 the plaintiffs applied to the 

Asrra. *0 fce informed as to what became of the appeal and 

they were, in reply, required to attend the Court-house on the 
7th October following in connection with the appeal. On the 
appearance of the plaintiffs in Court on that day, the judgment 
of the Court dismissing the appeal was read and recorded. 

Against the said order dismissing the appeal, Rhimbai 
preferred an application under the extraordinary jurisdiction 
(section 115 of the Civil Procedure Code, Act V of 1908) urging 
tnier dm that the Resident erred in law in not referring the case 
for the opinion of the High Court under section 8 of the Aden 
Act (II of 1864), that he acted beyond jurisdiction in passino- 
his order without making a reference to the High Court, that 
he failed to exercise a jurisdiction which he ought to have 
exercised and that he acted ivith material irregularity in the 
exeieise of his jurisdiction. A rule msi having been issued 
calling on the opponents (defendants) to show cause why the 
decision of the Resident should not be set aside, 

K. W. Ka^aji appeared for the applicant (plaintiff 1) in support 
of the rule. 


Jy. A. b/m/i appeared for the opponents (defendants) to show 
cause:— We have to urge a preliminary objection. The 
applicant is not entitted to ask this Court to interfere with the 
decision of the Resident in revision because section 115 of the 
Civil Procedure Code, 1908, is not applicable. The Resident’s 
Court at Aden is not subordinate to the High Court. The power 
of superintendence is given to the High Court only in certain 
particulars specified in some sections of the Aden Act. We rely 

Zanzibar Court 

o the High Court, it was held that the High Court had no 
Kowers of revision over the Zanzibar Court, By the Aden Act 
an appeal nor a revisional application L to tte H^h 


ft)' (189S) 20 Bom. 480 . 
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[ScoTT^ C, J , referred to Earim v The Municipal Officer ^ 

Aihrfi'^, affirmed by the Privy Council in Municipal Officer, Aden 
V* Ismail Hajee^^K 

In Abdul Karim v. T/ie Municipal Officer, Aden^^^ only the power 
of the High Court to remove a suit from the Resident’s Court 
and to try and determine it itself under clause 13 of the Letters 
Patent was declaimed* It did not declare any revisional powers to 
be in the High Court and the Privy Council merely affirmed the 
decision of the High Court. The fact that the transfer was not 
ordered under section 25 of the Civil Procedure Code^ 1882, shows 
that the llesidenPs Court could not be subordinate to the High 
Court. See section 2 of the Civil Procedure Code, 1882, and 
section 3 of the new Code; 1908. 

K. iV. Eoyaji for the applicant (plaintiff 1) in support of the 
rule : —The Full Bench ruling in Skoja SUvji v. Easliam O.ularii^^^ 
is in our favour. The judgment of Sir Charles Sargent, 0. J., in 
that case shows that it was merely because the High Court of 
Bombay was made by the Zanzibar Order in Council to be only 
an appellate Court to hear appeals in Civil cases from Zanzibar, that 
there was no power of revision in the High Court, In Criminal 
cases the High Court of Bombay is, under section 9 of the Order in 
Council, to be deemed the High Court and not merely an appellate 
Court, and this difference was clearly pointed out by Sir Charles 
Sargent, C. J. Under the Aden Act, the powers of superintendence 
and revision are expressly given to the High Court over the 
Resident's Court at Aden, Besides Zanzibar is not a part of the 
Bombay Presidency, but Aden is, and this circumstance mates the 
Court at Aden subordinate to the Bombay High Court. See 
section 16 of the Letters Patent. 

Abdul Karim w The Mtmicipal Officer^ Ade%^^\ affirmed by the 
Privy Council in Municipal Officer, Aden v. Ismail Ilajee^^^ 
establishes the power of the High Court to superintend or revise 
the acts and decisions of the Court at Aden. Superintendence 
and revision are interchangeable terms. Superintendence may 
be more comprehensive than revision but it cannot exclude 

: (1) (1003) 27 Bom, 575. (^> (1905) 30 Bom. 246. 

. m (1895) 20 Bom. 480, 
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190a r6\i'ion. The ruling in AIM Kerim v. The Mmicipal Officer, 

EaiMBii ” Ade-)fi\ points out that superintendence is not only a ministerial 

J 4 M:i.Bpnoy a judicial power. Superintendence implies appellate jurisdic- 

Mabum pj'gg fcrsa ; Ptriihai Khiwji v. B, B. <fc G. I. B, CoS^K 

JoUfJCfi* 

Abdoi, Section 15 of the Charter Act and section 16 of the Letters 
Patent act and re-act on each other. The decision in OaUncl- 
sundari Behi v. Jagadamla covers exactly a case like 

the present. Section 2 of the Civil Procedure Code, 1882, and 
section 3 of the new Code, 1908, are not meant to give exhaustive 
definition of “ Subordinate Courts.” The application of section 13 
of the Letters Patent in any case does not mean that section 25 of 
the Code of 1882 or section 24 of the Code of 1908 is necessarily 
inapplicable. Therefore in the present case either section 115 
of the new Code or section 15 of the Charter Act may be applied. 
But apart from all general arguments, it is enough for our 
purpose to confine attention to section 8 of the Aden Act, That 
section makes it imperative for the Resident to refer a case to the 
High Court where the claim exceeds Rs 1,000 in value. This 
circumstance gives the High Court the power to direct the 
Resident at Aden to refer a case to the High Court. The 
Resident may otherwise act capriciously. At any rate for the 
purposes of section 8 of the Aden Act, section 115 of the new 
Code, 1908, or section 15 of the Charter Act must apply. 

Coming to the merits, the claim here was more than Rs. 1,000 
in value and so the Resident was bound to submit a case for 
the decision of this Court under section 8 of the Aden Act when 
we made an application to him to that effect. 


Shah for the opponents (defendants) to show cause -The 
application for reference to the High Court was made on the 28rd 
September 1908 and it is not shown that the appeal was heard 
on that day. The judgment was written on the 24th September 
and it was pronounced on the 7th October following. The 
applicant (plaintiff) cannot therefore claim the benefit of section 8 


^e Aden Act which requires the application for reference to 
“in the trial of any suit or the hearing of an appeal,’" 

•, the claim does not exceed Rs. 1,000 in value. The 

(4) (1871) 8 Bom, H. C. R. (0. 0, J.) Sff. 

<1870) 6 Ben. L. B. 168 at p. 170. ^ M ,i 
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Aden Act requires the claim to be "estimated accorJing to any 
law for the valuatioa of claims for the time being in force,” and 
the Court-fees Act and the Suits Valuation Act lay down the 
law for the valuation of claims at the present day. The present 
claim being for declaration and injunction, the value of the claim 
for the purposes of Court-fees is that mentioned in the plaint, 
which is Es. 130, and the same is the value of the claim under 
section 8 ot the Suits Valuation Act for the purpose of juris- 
diction. Under section 15 of the Aden Act the Court of the 
Eesident at Aden is to be guided by the spirit and principle of 
the laws and regulations in force in the Presidency of Bombay 
and administered in the Courts of that Presidency not established 
by Eoyal Charter and in the High Court in the exercise of its 
jurisdiction as a Court of Appeal from those Courts. Hence the 
valuation prescribed by the aforesaid Acts must be taken to be 
the valuation for the purposes of section 8 of the Aden Act. As 
the claim did not exceed Rs. 1,000 according to such valuation, 
the Resident was not bound to submit the ease to this Court. 

Koyaji in reply The words “ in the trial of any suit or the 
hearing of an appeal ” in section 8 of the Aden Act mean during 
the trial of any suit or during the hearing of an appeal and not 
at the hearing of a suit or appeal. 

The claim is to be estimated according to the law for the 
valuation of claims and not of suits. .The words in sections 5 — 8 
of the Aden Act clearly imply a distinction between suits and 
claims therein ; otherwise the wording would have been, in any 
suit estimated according to the law for the valuation of suits for 
the time being in force. The sections of the Aden Act are to be 
construed in the same way as section 596 of the Civil Procedure 
Code, 1882, corresponding with section 110 of the new Code, 
1908. The right of appeal depends on the real value and not 
the value fixed for the purposes of Court-fees : Mohwn, Lull 
Boolinl V. Bebee Baboo Behraj Boy v. Kanhya 

PbcMyee v. 8ivagami^’^'>, Mari Mohan v. Burendra Baravti BingV'^, 
Musst AUman v. Muut Ilasiha^^K The Suits Valuation Act 

(1) (1860) 1 Moo. I. A. 423 (3) (J891) 15 Mad. 237. 

(») (X874) L. B. 1 1. A. 317. (4) (1903) 31 Cal. 801, 

(S) (1897) 1 Cal, ly.iT. LXXXXIII, 
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determmes the values of suits and not claims and it is for the 
•RwvMtiiT purposes of jurisdiction of the Courts in which suits have to be 
liafAraaov filed and not for purposes of appeals. According to the law for 
Masiam the valuation of claims, they are to be valued according to the 
market price. The provisions of section 40 of the Punjab Courts 
Act, 1884, are similar to those of section 8 of the Suits Tal nation 
Act and it has been laid down by a Full Bench in Civil 
Judgment No, 24 of the Punjab Eecords for 19 o8 that the 
value of the claim under that section for purposes of appeal 
was not the same as under Suits Valuation Act 

Section 15 of the Aden Act need not be invoked as the 
Court-fees Act and the Suits Valuation Act are actully in force 
in Aden inasmuch as those Acts extend to the whole of British 
India* But we submit that those Acts have nothing to do with 
the question of valuation of claims under section 8 of the Aden 
Act. 

Our grievance is that our plaint was rejected on the ground 
that it was insufficiently stamped because wc valued the claim at 
Es. 130 and not at Es, 63,000 for the purposes of Couit-fees, 
We contend that this is contrary to the rulings of this Court. 
MftnoMr GanesJi v. Bama Saulmsmgj^ v. 

Vachham v Vaehkam^^\ 
For the purposes of the Court-fees we gave the correct valuation 
at Es. 130 according to the said rulings, but for purposes of 
jurisdiction the value was Rs. 53,000. Bui when come up here in 
revision we are met with the contention that the value of the 
claim is Es. 130. Thus we get no relief, 

Scorr^C. J This is an application by the plaintiff in a suit 
filed in the Court of the Resident at Aden that an order dismissincf 

o 

an appeal in the suit under section 651 of the Civil Procedure 
Code may be quashed and that the Resident may be required to 
^te a case upon certain questions specified in an application^ 
the 23rd of September 1908, made the day before be 
‘‘’filtered judgment in the appeal, it being contended that the 

n 'j ■; , 

1 f ■ ® (W77) » Bw- 219. ■ (S) (1904) 29 Bom. 207. 
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obligation to state such a case was imposed upon him by the 
provisions of section 8 of the Aden Act II of 1864* 

A preliminary objection was taken on behalf of the opponents 
that this Court has no jurisdiction to interfere in revision with 
any order passed by the Eesident in the exercise of his civil 
jurisdiction under the Aden Act, on the ground that the Eesident 
being only subject to the High Court ot Bombay in certain 
specified particulars under the Act with regard to civil juris- 
diction his Court could not be said to be a Court Subordinate 
to the High Court within the meaning of section 115 of the 
Ci\il Procedure Code. 
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Now with regard to questions which should be stated by the 
Eesident for the decision of the High Court under the provisions 
oi section 8 of the Aden Act there can, we think, be no question 
that the Eesident's Court is Subordinate to the High Court, for 
the Eesident is, after the decision of the High Court given upon 
the questions submitted by him under that section, hound to 
pass a decree and to dispose of the case conformably to the 
decision of the High Court. We think, therefore, that with 
regard to such questions, this Court has the power of revision 
under section 115 of the Code in order that the Eesident may 
not refuse to exercise the jurisdiction given to him by that 
section and may not act with material irregularity in the exercise 
of such jurisdiction without the power of the superintending 
Court to interfere. We, therefore, decide the preliminary 
objection against the opponents. 

The next question is whether the Eesident has refused to 
exercise the jurisdiction vested in him under section 8 or has 
acted with material irregularity in the exercise of such juris- 
diction. 

It appears that on the 14th of August 1908, a petition of appeal 
was presented to him from the decision of his Assistant Eesident, 
Major Carter, in Suit No. 176 of 1907, rejecting the plaint 
on the ground that it was not properly stamped. The petition of 
appeal, according to the practice in Aden, where Pleaders are 
not usually heard, stated the arguments of the appellants and 
referred to the authorities on which they relied and nothing 
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more was heard of the appeal until an application, made to the 
Resident on the 28th of September 1908, requesting that the ap- 
plicant might be informed as to what had become of the appeal, 
received on the 30th of September, a response requiring the 
appellants to attend the Court-house on the 7th of October in 
connection with the appeal. Prior to the application of the 28th 
of September, namely, on the 23rd of September, the appellants 
had applied under section 8 of the Aden Act for reference of the 
following questions in the above appeal for decision of the High 
Court of Bombay, namely, Is the plaint sufficiently stamped, 
and, was the order of the Court rejecting the plaint under 
section 54, clause (b) of the Civil Procedure Code, 1882, without 
making an order, what the requisite stamp should be, legal?’’ 

On the 7th of October the plaintiff attended at the Court of 
the Resident and a judgment was then read out dismissing the 
appeal under section 651. The judgment is dated 24th of 
September. 

Neither the judgment nor the records of the case indicate that 
the Resident took any notice whatever of the application made 
on the 23rd of September that a case '.should be stated under 
section 8. 


The question is, whether in ignoring that application so far 
as the records of the case indicate, the Resident acted with 
material irregularity in the exercise of his jurisdiction or refused 
to exercise the jurisdiction vested in him by law. 


Now one of the conditions entitling a litigant at Aden to 
demand the statement of a case for the decision of the Hio'h 

o 

Court by the Resident is stated in section 8 to be the trial of 
a suit or the hearin" of an appeal in which the claim estimated 
according to any law for the valuation of claims for the time 
being in force shall exceed Es. 1,000 in value. In the present 
pase the claim of the plaintiff was for a declaration and injunction 
: wi% reference to certain property of a deceased resident in .Aden 


' m*^(ed to be of the value of upwards Es. 50,000 regarding which 
thaiewas a dispute as to whether the plaintiff was eutitH to 
ttewiiole or a-tuarter share, 
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The claim being for declaration and injunction was under 
the provisions of the Court-fees Act, section 7, sub-section (4), 
clauses (c) and (d), valued by the plaintiff at Es. ISO, upon 
which the prescribed Court-fee stamp was Rs. 10 only. 

For the purpose of jurisdiction in the Bombay Presidency, the 
Suits Valuation Act VII of 1887, section 8, provides that ‘'where 
in suits other than those referred to in the Court-fees Act, 1870, 
section 7, paragraphs V, VI and IX and paragraph X, clause (d), 
Court-fees are payable ad valorem under the Court-fees Act, 1870, 
the value as determinable for the computation of Court-fees and 
the value for purposes of jurisdiction shall be the same." 

Therefore, as under section 15 of the Aden Act, the Court of 
the Resident is to be guided by the spirit and principle of the 
laws and regulations in force in the Presidency of Bombay and 
administered in the Courts of that Presidency not established 
by Royal Charter and in the High Court in the exercise of its 
jurisdiction as a Court of Appeal from those Courts, we have in 
the provisions of the Suits Valuation Act, to which we have 
referred, ‘ the law for the time being in force for the valuation of 
claims.’ 

Assuming that the plaintiff’s claim has been correctly valued 
under the Court-fees Act, as appears to be the case on a 
consideration of the decisions of this Court reported in Mamlaf 
Ganesi v. Bawa RamcJiaTanda^^ ^ Sardamngji v. Ganpahingji^^^, 
Parvatihai v. Yuhvamih^'^, Y aoliham v. YacKhani^^, her claim 
estimated according to the law for the valuation of claims fot 
the time being in force would be Es, 130. It is, therefore, 
a claim which does not fulfil the requirements of section 8 of the 
Aden Act so as to give the plaintiff a right to demand the 
statement of the case upon any question of fact or law arising 
in her suit. 

For these reasons we cannot hold that the case calls for any 
interference under section 115 of the Code, and we dismiss the 
application with costs. 

Application dimuseL 
a. B. K. 

;(1) 2 Bm»* 219* (3) (1904) 29 Bora. 207. 

(1892) 17 Bora. (4) (1908) 33 Bora. 307. 
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Befoie Mr, Justice Ohandavarlcar and 2Ir. Justice KniqTtt, 


PARAMI EOM EAMAYYA (oeiginai PtAiNireF), AprEHANT, v. IIAHA- 
DE7I KOM SHANKRAPPA (oErotFAii Defendant), Respondent.* 

Bxniu Laic—MainUnawe—Mauitsnance allowed hy will of husband to 
tdJe—UnelmsiiUi of wife after husband’s death— Maintenance not 

affected TI idow—X neha^tity— Starving maintenance^ 

A Hindu widow was entitled to maintenance at the rate of Es. 24 a year 
Under her husband’s will. After the husband’s death, the widow led for some 
time an unchaste life and gave birth to a child : but since then she remained 
ohasto. She suetl to moover maintenance allowed to her under her husband’s 
will. It was contended in reply that the plaintiff, on account of the unchaste 
life which she had'led for some time after her husband’s death, had forfeited 
her right even to bare or starving maintenance. 

Held, negativing the contentious, that though the annuity was granted by 
the will as “ maintenance ” that word could not be understood as imposing any 
condition or restriction so as to cut dorna or extingnisb the right to Eg. 24 a 
year given by tbe will. 


1 he rule tbat the will of a Hindu must bo <'onstruecl with due regard to 
Hindu habits and notions applies only where there is ambiguity. Oantion must 
be used in applying that rule and it must be adopted only where a suggested 
constmetion of doubtful language leads to manifest absurdity or hardshrp. 

^The general rule to be gathered from the tests is that a Hindu wife cannot be 
absolutely abandoncA by her husband. If she is living an unchaste life, he is 
OUnd to keep her in the house under restraint and provide her with food and 
miment just sufficient to support life ; she is not entitled to any other rteht 
If. however, she repents, returns to puiity and performs expiatory rights, “she 
becomes enlitlod to aU conjugal and social rights, unless her adultery was with 

a mayf a lower caste, in which case, after expiation, she can claim no more 
tiiaii bare maintenance and residence. 


Mmamma v. Timannahham ; 
Manjammai^^f disenased. 


Vidv, V. Gasiga% j and Vishm Shambhog y. 


Second appeal from the decision 
Jndg§ of Ranara, reversing the decree 
Subordinate Judge of Sirsi. 


of C. 0. Boyd, District 
passed by E. E, Sane, 


^Second Appeal No. 

, (i) (J877) 1 Bom. 6S9. 

(8) (ISSilSBom; 


763 of 1908. 

(2) (1882) 7 Bom. 8i 
,108. 
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Suit to recover maintenance. 

The plaintiff^ Parami, was the widow of one Eamayya who 
died in 1890. Rama^ya had a daughter Mahadevi (defendant) 
by his first and predeceased wife. 

Previous to his death; Ramayj^a had made a will whereby he 
left the whole of his property to his daughter Mahadevi, and 
provided for maintenance at the rate of Es. 24 a year for his 
wife, Parami. The provision as to maintenance ran as follows : — 

“ But if the said Parami and Timappa Hegadi (the executor) should not pull 
on harmoniously, then, from the date on which the difference arises, the said 
Timappa Hegadi or the Ma7ie AUyaf who may take possession of the 
property according to this will should go on paying to her, only as long as she 
lives, maintenance at the rate of Es. 24 per annum on the responsibility of 
my property.’’ 

It appeared that after Eamayya^s death, Parami had led 
an unchaste life and had a son born of hei\ But she soon 
returned to a chaste life which she had maintained upwards of 
eight years before suit. 

In 1906, Parami sued to recover the arrears of six years^ main- 
tenance before suit. 

The defendant contended that the plaintiff was disentitled to 
maintenance on account of the unchaste life she had led. 

The Subordinate Judge examined the Hindu Law texts bearing 
upon the subject: and arrived at the conclusion that there was 
nothing in Hindu Law to deny to a widow even starving main- 
tenance on the ground of her past unchastity. Upon her right 
to receive the maintenance under the will, he remarked as 
follows : — 

Even apart from these cousideratious there is another strong reason to hold 
that the plaintiff is entitled to get the said allowance from defendants. The 
plain tifTs husband’s will (exhibit 15), under which the defendants hold his 
property, contains an express direction, that the defendants should maintain 
plaintiff, or in case of disagreement, should annually pay her Bs. 24 as a 
separate allowance* It is not stated in the will that the {allowance should be 
payable to plaintiff so long as she would remain chaste. Plaintiff’s chastity was 
not made a condition precedent to her getting the allowance* In the absence 


^ A BOndiidaW who makes his home in his fatherdlidaW’s house. 
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of any express tliiection to that effict in ilie wiillj I do not tlimk tlut the 
plaintiff Bas forfeited lier ri^jlit to the allowance, whioh to all intents and 
purposes is like an annuity for life. The defendants are bound to respect tho 
wishes of the testator 

On appeal, this decree wab reversed by the District J udge on 
considerations which he expressed as follows — 

Tho learned Suboidinato Judge has wiittan an interesting and eaieful 
judgment But, when all is siid, it simply amounts to this that he prefeis 
the ditta ia Emdaeami a. Micrugamms^l (19 Mad 6) and Moma» Sa^fk r, 
Bajonimoni (17 Cal 674), to the definite pronouncements of the Bombay 
High Court in Valu v. Ganga (7 Bom. 8t) and Vishnu r Manjmima (9 Bom. 
108) I do not think that such a coiuse is open to us. We aie bound to 
follow the decisions of oui own High Couit, even if the othoi High Courts 
disapprove of those decisions. I airneatthis conclusion with regret, as the 
maintenance sought is only a pittance of Es 2 a month and defendants aio 
duel m refusing it 

It IS urged foi plaintiff that no Hindu Law need be applied, as in this case 
the annuity of Es. 21 a }ear was left to the widow as a legacy and defendant 
1, her daughter, tho lesiduaiy legitee, wis bound to gn e effect to it under the 
common law. There would be force in this aigument if the will did not clearly 
state that the annuity should be paid to plaintiff as niamtenauco allowance. 
But as it was oidered to be paid on that account, the fact that it was 
bequeathed (instead of being given in some other way) doe^, not seem to 
akolve plaintiff from the duty of fulfilling such conditions as a Hindu widow 
draw mg maintenance allowance must fulfil And one of these conditions is 
dmstity. It can hardly be supposed that the testator intended to free his 
widow from this duty. 

I wish it could be held otherwise. But it is useless to waste time in be* 
wailingtheseverity of the Hindu Law as inteipreted by authonty. 

The plaintiff appealed to tho High Court. 

NMaM for the appellant. 

J?* 6^. Dalm^ for the respondent. 

C^AOTAVABKAE, J* :~This Second appeal arises ont o£ a suit 
bpEiaght t)y the appellant to recover arrears of maintenance from 
^ tlf'^espondents. Both the Courts below have found that the 
I husband Eamayya died in February 1890, devising 

Is property by a will to the respondents* The will contains 

'I the ^ Respondents should maintain the appellant 
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in case she lived with them, but that, if owing to disagreement 

she lived apart they should give her Es, 24 a year for her 'Ba:&ami 

maintenance. MAHABEn. 


It is also found by the lower Courts that after the husband^s 
death the appellant led for some time an unchaste life and gave 
birth to a child ; but that since then she has been chaste. 

Upon these facts the respondents contended in the Court of 
first instance that}, on account of the unchaste life which the 
appellant had led for some time after her husband^s death, she 
had forfeited her right even to bare or starving maintenance. 
In support of that contention they relied on two decisions of 
this Court — ^alu v. Oauga and VuAiiu v, 

In an able judgment, which is to be commended for a careful 
collation and examination of oiiginal texts, the learned 
Subordinate Judge (Mr. R. R. Sane) held that these decisions 
were not applicable to the present ease, first, because, ^Hhe rule 
there laid down seems to have been based on certain passages 
from the Mitakshara and the Mayukha, which refer to the 
maintenance either of the wives of disqualified heirs or of the 
widows of deceased coparceners ; and, secondly, because, it 
did not clearly appear Irom the reports that the attention of 
the learned Judges, who were parties to the decisions in question, 
was drawn to some verses from the Smriti of Yajnyavalkya and 
Vijnaneshwara^s commentary thereon, relating to the treatment 
to be given to degraded persons or outcastes in general/^ On 
the strength of these verses, cited in his judgment, and also of 
the provision in the will, the Subordinate Judge held that the 
appellant was entitled to bare maintenance and awarded 
the claim. 

On appeal by the respondents, the District Judge of Kanara 
held that, whether the decisions of this Court in 7 alu v. Qmga CO 
and 7Uinu SJmmlhog v. Mafijamma were right or not according 
to the texts of Hindu Law, they were binding all the same on the 
subordinate Courts. As to the provision in the will, he held 
that tbe annuity of Rs. 24 a year, having been given to the 



<1) (X682) 7 Bom Si. 


(3) (lS84f) 9 Bom. 108, 
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widow in express terms as maintenance allowance must be 
presnmed to have been intended by the testator to be subject 
to the condition that the appellant should lead a chaste life. 
Accordingly, the District Judge reversed the Subordinate Judge^s 
decree and dismissed the suit* 

On second appeal it is argued that the texts, on which the 
learned Subordinate Judge has relied in his Judgment apply to 
the facts of this case, and that the rule to be gathered from 
those texts is that a Hindu widow, who has at one time led an 
unchaste life, is entitled at least to starving or bare mainteu* 
ance, if she has subsequently returned to a life of chastity* 

The first set of texts noticed by the Subordinate Judge 
occurs in Yajnyavalkya in the chapter on marriage in the 
section which treats of Rituals/' The first text, verse No* 70, 
relates to an adulterous wife, and, as correctly translated by 
the Subordinate Judge, it runs as follows; ^^She is to be 
allowed to live (by the husband in his own house), deprived of 
her rights, poorly dressed, fed with a view to sustain life only, 
dishonoured, sleeping on the ground/’ This obviously relates 
to a wife, who is leading a life of unchastity, is unrepentant, 
and is not purified by means of expiatory rites. In the case of 
one so purified, the general rule is that she is restored to all 
conjugal and social rights. As Apararka puts it, she, who 
has performed expiatory rites, becomes fit for conjugal and social 
association/’ And lor that proposition he cites Mann, who says 
that a wife, who has become purified after degradation, shall not 
be censured/’ This also folIo\’vs from the next but one verse of 
Yajnyavalkya^^^ and the explanation given of it by the Mitak- 
shara. There the Mitakshara explains that only a certain class 
of degraded women must be abandoned ’’—viz,, a woman who has 
committed adultery with a man of a lower caste, and a woman 
who has committed any of the sins regarded as deadly by the 
BSmitm* The Mitakshara also explains that even in the case 
women, abandonment ” does not mean entirely 

I T'O md 72 Xlie Mitsbksliara : (Moglie^s 3rd Edifeion, page IS). 

IR0 (Apararka j Mmd&$hTm^ Series, Yol, I, page OS). 

# * fills liteieiiaw (Meghe’s grd Mition, page 18 ), * . "" 
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forsaking and throwing them upon the worlds helpless and 
hopeless. It means abandonment only ^^for tbe purposes of 
conjugal rights and religious ceremonies^^ That is, such women 
must be treated in the same way as women leading an unchaste 
life* They must be kept apart in the house and given just 
enough food and clothing to keep body and soul together, but 
all other relations of husband and wife must cease. The same 
view is taken by Mkkantha in his PrayasoMUa Mayuhha^^'^. 
Beferring to a text in the Chakir Fimshati Smriti^ which provides 
that there should be no abandonment of any woman except in 
the case of such sins as the murder of a Brahmin and the like/’ 
he etplains that even in such cases, a woman should be made 
to do penance in the house. Madhavacharya in his Fa,Ta%ham 
DJmrmm Samhta explains the law to the same effect (Sanskrit 
Bombay Series Edition, page §52, Vol II, part I). 

The general rule to be gathered from these is that a Hindu 
wife cannot be absolutely abandoned by her husband. If she is 
liviug an unchaste life, he is bound to keep her in the house 
under restraint and provide her with food and raiment just 
sufficient to support life ; she is not entitled to any other right. 
If, however, she repents, returns to purity and performs expiatory 
rites, she becomes entitled to all conjugal and social rights, unless 
her adultery was with a man of a lower caste, in which case, 
alter expiation, she can claim no more than bare maintenance 
and residence. 

The next set of texts of Yajnyavalkval^> noticed by the Sub- 
ordinate Judge occurs in the Section on Penances/’ 

In that section Yajnyavalkya first deals with the question of 
expiatory rites which a degraded man has to perform befor'e he 
can be restored to his caste. Then in verse 297 he deals with the 
case of a degraded woman/'’ He says that the same expiatory 


m ^ t 

s#jn ^iicrng[f^?rr n 

[PrayascMtta Maytikba " Benares Edition, ijage 91]. 

& Tin Mitaksliara « Teise^ ^97 and 298 i (Moglie's 3rd Edition, page 4S2). 
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rites that are prescribed for degraded men are ordained in the 
case of degraded women too, with this difference^ however, that 
in the ease of such women, even after their purification by means 
of expiatory iites, they do not become entitled to restoration 
of the conjugal and social rights which they had before degrada- 
tion but they must be allowed to live near the house, 
provided with bare food and scanty clothing just to keep body 
and soul together^ and they must be guarded. Literally inter- 
preted, this would seem to apply to all degraded women, who 
have undergone purification. Biiti Vijnaneshvara points out, in 
his remark intioducing the next verse of Yajnyavalkya, that it 
applies only to a particular class of women, that is, to those 
whose degradation was caused by one of the sins considered 
deadly. It is such women only who, even after purification, 
must bo iif a lulonnh That is, while they become entitled to bare 
food and laiment and residence, they must ha treated as unfit 
^ for the pill poses of conjugal rights and *the performance of 
religious ceremonies/' That is the definition and meaning of 
abandonment {fyagd) as given by Vijnaneshvara in his gloss on 
one of the verses of Yajnyavalkya in the first set of texts above 
noticed. 

As is pointed out by Nilakantha in his ffaijmeUUa 
the word igaga (atandonment) is explained in the Mitakshara 
as meaning the discarding of a woman vso far as conjugal relations 
and religious ceremonies are "concerned, but it does not mean 
driving ber out of the house (that is, the husband's). No 
question of abandoning a w^oman for the purpose of conjugal 
relations and religious ceremonies can arise except as between 
a husband and his wife. The important question is whether 
this latter set of texts applies to the case of an unchaste widow 
or whether it applies only to the case of an unchaste wife. The 
learned Subordinate Judge thinks that the language of the texts is 
wide enough to cover both the cases. Nilakantha in his 
HhUa Mu^uUa, in the course of his discussion of the question 
m to the right of degraded women to the performance of 

i Baiiaras Edn., 
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expiatory lites, cites some of tlie texts and along with them he 
quotes a text of Parashara^ which provides that “ a woman> 
who conceives a child from a paramour when her husband is 
either dead or is not to be found or lias gone abroad, should be 
regarded as degraded and sinful and driven out of the country.” 
Nilakantha explains "driven out of the country” to mean 
" driven out of the house.^^ 

Phis text of Parashara, which includes the case of a widow, 
is explained by Madhavacharya^^^ as relating only to a woman 
who is leading a life of unchastity, is unrepentant, and has not 
performed expiatory rites. As to a woman, whether she is wife 
or widow, who returns to a life of chastity after she has been 
unchaste, Madhavacharya explains that she, after expiation, 
cannot be cast out of the house, but that she must be maintained. 

These texts of the SJiaskas, as explained by the commentators 
of recognised authority, would seem to support the decision of this 
Court in Honamma v. ThnannabMl^'> which has been dissented 
from in the two later decisions in Yal% v. Oapga^^'> and Vishnu 
Shambhog v, Manjamma^^K Doubt has been expressed in Bsma 
Nath V. B,ajon,imom Dasi^^'^ and Kandasami Ptllaiv. MunigammaV'^ 
as to the correctness of the decisions in Tav, v. Gtmgid^'i and 
Fishw V. ManJamma^^K It is not nocesary for the purposes of 
this second appeal to decide the question, which, having regard 
to the conflict of authority in this Court, will have to be settled, 
when it arises, by a Full Bench. We have referred to it only 
to notice the texts which bear on the question that they may be 
of use on a future occasion. 


(1! 3% II 

at qgai qiqqiit?ai1n ii 

(Tlie Prayasebitta Mayaicba : Benaios Edn , jago Oi.) 
(2) Patasbara Blxama bamluta, Bombay Sanskrit Sexier, VoL II, Part I, 
page 352* 

P) (1877) 1 Bom 650. P) (1884.) 9 Bom. X08. 

m (1882) 7 Bom. 84 P) (1890) 17 Cal 674 

(7) (1805) 10 Mad. 6. 
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In the picsent ca>e the appeltmb has claimed maiafcenauce 
not oaly tinder the Hindu Law but also under the provision in 
her husband^s will allowing Rs, 24 a year to her as maintenance. 
The fact that the will expressly refers to the allowance as main- 
tenance has led the learned District Judge to infer that chastity 
is an implied condition of the bequest. He thinks that the 
testator must be presumed from that expression to have intended 
that the allowance should be given subject to the condition of 
chastity on which the right of a Hindu widow to maintenance 
depends. No doubt in construing the will of a Hindu it is not 
improper to take into consideration what are known to be the 
ordinary notions and wishes of Hindus with respect to the 
devolution of property : Malwmed S/mm$ool v. SlewnTcram^'^ , 
But a Hindu^s power to make a will has been held to be 
co-extensive with his power to make a gift mter vimB. Having 
regard to the texts relating to an unchaste wife discussed in the 
eaiHer part of this judgment and the rule propounded by 
Vijnaneshavara and Nilakantha, we must presume that the 
appellant^s husband would have given her maintenance oven in 
the event of her unchastity during his life-time. Such a presump- 
tion must be preferred to that which the learned District Judge 
has drawn on the construction of the word maintenance in 
the will, because the ordinary notions of the testator in such a 
case must be judged with reference to what he would have done 
if his wife had proved unchaste while he was alive. And what 
he would have done must be judged from what the in 

the absence of usage to the contrary, ordain he was bound to 
do. According to the Shastras^ he would have had to maintain 
his wife, unless she had misconducted herself with a man of a 
lower caste. There is no allegation against the appellant of 
such misconduct. Nor is it the case of the respondents that 
there is any custom which has broken in upon the rule of the 
BlmtraB. Further, though the annuity is granted by the will 
as ** maintenance,” that word cannot be understood as imposing 
mf condition or restriction so as to cut down or extinguish the 
nght to Rs» 24 a year given by the will. Where an implication 
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is to be made, it mui^t be cerbain and necessaryt The rule that 
the will of a Hindu must be constmed with due regard to Hindu 
habits and notions applies only where there is ambiguity. 
Caution must be used in applying that rule and it must be 
adopted only where a suggested construction of doubtful language 
leads to manifest absurdity or hardship. Here there is neither. 
The mere fact that the word maintenance is used cannot aifect 
the unconditional terms of the bequest. 

On these grounds the decree of the District Judge must be 
reversed and that of the Subordinate Judge restored with the 
costs of both the appeals on the respondents. 

Decree reversed. 


APPELLATE OIYIL. 


Before Mr, JusUee Chandavarhar and Mr, Jmhce Seaton 

MADHAVKAO MORESHVAE, PANT AMATYA (original PLAtNrirF), 
Appellant, p, KASHIBAI kom DATTUBHAI and others (original 
Defendants), Respondents. * 

Transfer of Property Act (IV of 188^)^ sections 55 (5) (5)^123 — Begisiraiion 
Act {III of 187T), section 1 / -^Uxemption of assessment in lieu of services 
rendered or to he rendered — Document granting exemption not stamped or 
registered — Sate — Gift — Sindu ZawSthmdha, 

In consideration of sei vices already rendeied or thereafter to be rendered by 
the defendant to the predecessor-in-title of tbe plaintifiE, the latter executed 
two documents whereby he released the defendant from payment to Mm 
of the assessment on certain lands. Those doenments were not stamped ot 
registered. The plaintiff sued to recover arrears of assessment front the 
defendant, who pleaded exemption under the two dOcameuts. The lower 
appellate Court found the transaction to be one of sale, and applying section 55 
(6) (5) of tbe Transfer of Propeity Act, 1882, ordered the plaintift to pay to 
the defendant what the Court calculated to be the equivalent of purchase-money 
before he (the plaintiff) could recover the assessment : 

Mdi, that the transaction evidenced by the documents could not be 
iregardod as a sale, for the consideration could not be regarded as price | 
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and even if ifc conld be assessed in money value, it was vitiated by tbe f ict tint 
it was vague and uneertain as to future services. 

Ileld^ further^ that tbe transaotion mitst be regarded m one of gift. It was 
a gift of tbe grantee’s right to assessment ; and sueb a right is regarded as 
nUandha in Hindu Law and therefore immoveable property. The documents 
not having been registered, tbe gift did not operate. 

Eetd, also, that there having been no registered instrument in support of the 
defendant’s title the right set up in defence must be negatived. 

Second appeal from the decision of J. D. Dikshit, Assistant 
Judge of Ratnagiri, amending the decree passed by S. S. Wagle^ 
Subordinate Judge at Mdiwan. 

The plaintiff sued to recover from the defendant assessment 
for three years at the rate of Es. 58-0-10 a year. 

The defendant contended that he was exempted from payment 
of the assessment. The exemption was claimed under two 
documents executed in his favour by one Sarvottamrao, a pre- 
decessor-in-title of plaintiff, in consideration of services rendered 
by the defendant to Sarvottamrao or thereafter to he rendered 
by him. The two documents were not stamped or registered, 
and ran as follows 

Exhibit Ho. 28. 

Bajeshri SaiTottamrao NiUmnth Pant Amatya, Inumddr, Moiije Chindar, ta 
Bhau bin Devji Ghadi, residing at Mouje Ohindar, Taif Sabi, taluka Malwan, 
as follows At the Mouje afoiesaid there were disputes between myself and 
Gankars, etc* Therein you acted truthfully and were useful to me in every- 
thing and at every time. Therefoie, I have been pleased (to confer a giant 
upon you). (As to tbat> At tbe Mouje aforesaid there is Yatni Dliaia 
(standing) in your name. Theie the thiUns purchased by you are included. 
The particulars of the said Thikins areas follows Assessment amounting 
to Bs. 244*0 in all is granted as in^m to you, your sons, grandsons, and others, 
from generation to generation. Therefore you should be useful to me in 
every business of mine at tbe aforesaid ; you should be personally present and 
should see to my comforts in a proper manner. And you should go on en joying 
the InSm as aforesaid from generation to generation. Do you note ^the same) ? 
The 16th of March 1898. 

^ Exhibit Ho. 20. 

itandatoryletter i«med by Shrimant Bajeshii Sarvottamrao Hilkant Pant 
Infed^r, Mouje Ohindar, tiluka MKlwan, to Bhau Deoji Ghadi Gavkar, 
chlndiir* ISlnka aforesaid as follows At (in eonnOction with) the 
Mouje aforemd, there was ^d Jhere is litigation going on in the Comt 
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between myself and Knlkarni and otker Gaokaris. In that matter yon took IW. 

great pains and honesty and faithfully did and are doing my business. Having 'J^^hjivb^o 

regard to the fact that you were careful about my business and worked ^^oalonsly 

even more than myself if I had been present, I am very much pleased and there- Kashibai. 

fore I have thought of conferring a grant upon you . As to that at the Mouje 

aforesaid there is a Yatni Dhara Khata llTo. X55 standing in your name (com- 

prising land, acres 49-22J gunthas assessment Es» 54.‘10«3). You have been 

paying the assessment thereof to me in the village (a mandatory letter is issued 

to you) this day for 30th September 1903, out of the said amount as assessment 

payable in respect of land measuring acies 41-31 gunthas and formerly, that isi 

on the 16th of Maich 1893, a mandatory lettei was issued to you for Es. 24- 14) 

payable in lespeot of land admeasuring acres 7-31 J gunthas under which the 

land is continued to you. Thus a mandatoiy letter is hereby issued to you 

directing that a deduction should be allowed as inam every year to you from 

generation to generation in your Khdta for Es. 54-10-3 in all. Therefore 

you should from geneiation to generation go on taking credit in the Khdta for 

the amount of assessment every year. In respect of this, a separate mandatory 

letter is issued to the Yahivdtdar Karkdn ; as to that I will go on allowing 

deduction for the said assessment in the Khdta every year. To t^hifis effect 

this mandatory letter is duly given in writing. The 28th of January 1897. 

The Court of first instance held that there was for the trans- 
action evidenced by the two documents a good consideration ; 
and that the documents did not require registration. The 
Court, therefore, dismissed the plaintiff's claim to recover 
arrears of assessment. 

On appeal the Assistant Judge treated the transaction as one 
of sale. He further held that under section 56 ( 6 ) (J) of the 
Transfer of Property Act, 1882, the defendant was entitled to 
a charge on the property for the purchase-money which 
was calculated to be Es. 1,092-18-0. The plaintiff was, 
therefore, ordered to pay Es. 1,092-13-0 to defendant before he^' 
recovered the assessment. 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 

Weldou^ with K* iV* Ko^ajee, for the appellant. 

A* G. Deidf for the respondent. 

Ohanbavaekab, J. — ^Both the lower Courts have held that the 
documents, on which the respondents relied in support of their 
were in the nature of a sale of immoveable property of the 
ol more than Es. 100, and that, as those documents were 
^ f m re 9 [nired by section 54 of the Transfer of Prq- 
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I^rty Act and by section 1? of tbe Registration Act, the 
respondents bad not aequire4 tbe right to ex^ption%om assess- 
ment whicb they pleaded in defence to tbe appellant’s claim. 
But " sale”, as defined in section 54 of the Transfer of Property 
Act, is “a transfer of ownership in exchange for a price paid or 
promised or part paid and part promised And, as held by 
a Poll Bench of three Judges of this Court in Samaratmal 
Utlas^e&and v. Qoviad^h the word “ price ” is used in the sections 
to sales in the Transfer of Property Act in the sense of 
money. In the present ease, it is found by the Courts below that 
the consideration for the transaction relied upon by the respondents 
consisted of services which they had rendered to the appellant’s 
predecessor-in-title in tbe past and which they were to render in 
future. Such a consideration cannot he regarded as “ price ”. 
The consideration, even if it could be assessed in money value, 
is vitiated by the fact that it is vague and uncertain as to future 
services. It is true that in his deposition the first respondent 
(defendant No. 1) states that he had rendered assistance to the 
In4md4r Sayvottamrao in certain suits, and that he had lent 
bipt monies from time to time. But there is no evidence to show 
t h?* the remission of assessment by Sarvottamrao was in con- 
sequence of any contract of sale between him and the respondents 
and that the consideration for the contract moving from the 
* Wter was the price calculated at the money value of the services 
j they had rendered and the sum which they had lent to 

’ S*|rvottamrao. The documents relied upon by the respondents. 
1 in sqppofl of their right to exemption from assessment make it 
’ quite clear that, as a reward for the services which the respond- 
ents had rendered and were expected thereafter to render to him, 
Sarvottamrao made a grant of the assessment to the respondents. 
The rendering of the services was not the consideration hut 
merely the motive of the grant. 


, The transaction, on a proper construction of the document, 
be regarded as one of gift, not of sale. It was a gift of 
i‘|IS<(|t!oiteimwo’s right to the assessment of the dMm, which the 
‘ ,iSiB^!^dsniSvheW, and such a right has been regarded si&'n.i6an4Aa 
MmhbM Purolit v. Qmga&hm Karhar^^^. Itis, 
.. ¥e^h(yi v.;SWmwijp»(-9)and MaMavj^ 
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V. Jfagamath^K Tliero can be no gi£fc of immoveable property 
except by a registered instrument, signed by or on bsbalf of the 
donor and attested by at least two witnesses. (Section 123 of 
the Transfer of Property Act). 'There being no such instrument 
in support of the respondents’ title, the right they have set up 
in answer to the appellant’s claim must be negatived. 

But it was urged before us by their learned pleader that the 
feansaction, evidenced by the documents relied [upon by the 
respondents in support of their rights, was in the nature of 
a re] inquishment by Sarvottamrao of his right to the assessment 
leviable on the dhara holding ,• that, as such, it could be proved 
by the Am^nyafaka (exhibit 30) which did not require registra- 
tion, since it was not a deed of transfer but was an order 
addressed by Sarvottamrao to his own oOSieers, and, as such, 
containing an admission of the relinquishment. No doubt the 
effect of the grant of the right to assessment leviable on the 
Ahma holding was that tha owner of the right, so far as he was 
concerned, relinquished it in favour of his grantee j but all the 
same it was a transfer of the right. The fact that the grantee 
of the right happened in the present case to be the person liable 
to pay the assessment was a mere accident. After the grant he 
could hold and deal with the right separately from the ilmra 
holding. He could sell or mortgage or transfer by way of gift 
the latter right, reserving t) himself the former. It was a 
transfer of the right to assessment by Sarvottamrao to the 
respondents as a bounty or reward for services rendered and to 
be rendered. Such a transfer cannot be made except in the 
manner provided by the Transfer of Property Act. 

That being the legal aspect of the transaction, section 55, 
clause 6, sub-clause (/;), which relates to a sale, has no 
application here. 

The decree of the Court below must be varied by striking out 
from it the direction as to the payment by the plaintiff of 
Bs. 1,092-13«0 within one month from the date of the decree. 
In other respects the decree is confirmed. The respondents to 
* pay to the appellant the costs of this second appeal. 

. Decree varied* 
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Before Mv. Jmtica Clianiamrlcar anA Mr. Jwnice Seaton. 

■ OTHEBS, AppEI,IANTS AND PiAINTIEEjS, », 

MLGHJEE YALLABIIDAS, Kespokdext axd Dependant.* 

Agent^-OonstrueHon of Gontract-Indian Contract Act 
f i8/-), eechone aiS-.91G-Agent appomted to soil good., buying them- 
, onhsownaoeou-nt. ^ 

^ Seefaon 216 of tlie Indian Conti-aot Aot k merely enabling and confers upon 

^ e .T the transaction 

to wbiob the agency business related, where the agent, without the kaowled<ve 

of .ho Pi^eipah has dealt with the business on his own account, instead of on 
account of the latter. The principal is free to e.xercise that righl or not. 

The law i.s that where a party elects to adopt a tiansaction, he must take 
.ts beneh wrth its burden, tie cannot, as is said, “both approv e Id 

reprobate.' B«t both the benefit .and the burden must, for that purpot fee 

attacl^^toa^^^ ““ the principal lfa7a2mS 

Where an agent appointed to sell his princiDal’s o-oods f.v . i ■ 
buys them on his own account without the previous consent of the 1 +T' 

■ “™tmces mentioned in section 316 of the Oontraet Act or to aflirm it If 
he elects to affirm, the principal will be liable to pay to the agent Zh 1 - “ 

■ ,?nly as are mordents of the transaction of purchase that i’ .. \ 

_ vendor under the contract would have been liable to pay to the'purlaser 
. : because what is affirmed is the relation of vendor and pnrcLser bS ^ 0 ^^ 

■ ^ charges are annexed by the terms of the contrsef +0 +t ’ 

^ ^regulate the relation of principal and agent as distinguish 

V. „a 

* T... plaintiff., N. joaebinaon, J. Joachinaon and S 

, Joactaon Ksiaed in Hamburg and did buameaa Z 
; :™rcbm.farn Bombay in thb name, style and fcm of Saart 
. Worman and Co. by their raneWnled attorney EmU Sebumacher' 
Ib^^Andant waa a aeed merchant earning „n bnawt 

(e^Ufa s'Ld D 1"' 'Jofendant aigned two documenta 

B.^d p.) purporting to be contracts of sale addressed 
to ae plamtiffim respect of 200 and 100 tons .espectively.bf ’ 

i..:: K'' '.lb Kb.iSSof 1908. SuitNo. 590 nf laev . ' 
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Bombay cotton seed at the price of 103& 9d. per ton 0. 1. P. 
(costs, insurance and freight payable by the defendant) loss 
2 per cent, at fixed exchange of Is. i The two contracts 

were in the following £orm,s 

Bombay, April drd, 1007. 
Co'ntraGt of Sale Xo, 99, 

To • ■ 

Alessrs. Worman and Co.. 

Bornbiiy. 

Bear Sir, 

I (v/o) llOl•e^Yitll coiifiriii the foiIowinLi; sale tbrongli you on the toi’ms and 
conditions mentioned herein (100) one hundred tons Bombay cotton seed f .a. g. 
Brices 103s. per ton C.I.F. less 2 2 )er cent* % 

Shipment to Hull [isoLange U 

jy in A£ay 1907 J 

Insurance as tisnal. 

Payment against Mate’s receipt. 

EemaiBs As per London Incorporated Oil Seed Association.” 

“I (to) herewith confirm the following sale through you, on ilie terms and 
Conditions mentioned herein. 

I (we) guarantee to the hiijers the weights, quality and sound condition 
at the port of delivery and I (we) bind myself (ourselves) to pay any claims 
for short weight or diilcrenco in quality or any other claim for any cause 
whatsoever, which the agents or buyers ill Europe may bring against or on 
acoount of the goods or shipment immediately on demand, and I (we) agree to 
accept your or your agent’s reports, decisions, accounts, final invoices and (or) 
other vouchers as coiTcct and conclusive and hinding upon me (us). 

With reference to this contract it is mutually arranged that no -WGighing 
or superintending charges should be charged but only arbitration charges and 
allowances (if any) and short weight (if any).” 

In pursuancee of these contracts the defendant handed over*", 
to the plaintiffs maters receipts duly endorsed for 300 tonsj^ 
cotton seed shipped by him to Hull and the plaintiff’s paid^ -‘ 
Els* 17,000 against the receipts. On the 1st June 1907 bills were 
made out under the terms of the contract and the balance 
due to the defendant of Rs. 1,102-5*0 was paid to him on the 
Srd June for which he gave a receipt in full payment,' 

The goods arrived at Hull on the 5th July and on the lOfch 
Angtist the plaintiffs informed the defendant that they had 
fecei^ed a telegram froiii homo that au allowance of dih a ton 
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had been awarded by arbitration in respect of the 200 tons and 

6.. m respect of the 100 tons. To this the defendant replied 
on the same day as follows 

« It k veiy astonkWng to note that both the said shipments are of one and 
e ^me qi^ ity and same marks and yet the allowances vary ; in tlie first it is 
6a. 9d and m the other it is 8s. M. We think either you hare misunderstood 
something estraordinaiy in sampling the shipments 

1» q!? trifling allowance, ranging from 6d. to 

IS. m. per ton was awarded. 

“We oann^ agree to the awards stated by you and therefore request you 

0 wire your home firm to attend on the spot and ro -sample the whole of both 

afirt r or to appeal against the said awards 

aitoi re-sampling the same* 

of 5®t ns know 

at once if yoiijbaye any objection thereto/’ 

The plaintiffs_replied to this on the 12th August as follows ;— 

wJht rrZZr? i^st receded, 

m have mt a cable to oar agent instructing him to resample and to apped 

against the awards on your two shipments of cotton-sesd.” 

The plaintiffs' agent at Hamburg cabled on the I4.th Auo-ust 
saying:*— ® 

re-sampling inipos. 

j sible, telegraph at once, am waiting in telegraph office.” ^ 

August : 

received a reply the plaintiffs sent their reprelnt- 
ative Mr. IJnvalla to the defendant | and after the interviZthev 
- - vrote saying : « We take note of your instructions to cable homi 

■ », to whom., g«„ ‘”“i™ 

, must be done, even of the remainder, if piart is consumed, and it appears thatZ!^ 
^nd letter is incomplete or you do not agree with the clear inrtructions. ^ .A 
; re-sampHng sh^ 

correspondence took place between the parties which 
. . wjth lh, 2, a Ajg„»rwhe«* : 

,, , i ey sfca^d appeal ha^ terminated unfavourably^ awards. j^ii. ' ; 
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firmed And the defendant replied to it nest day saying “If 

the appeal is carried out without observance of the instruction . » . Joachissos 

its decision is not at all binding upon us;'^ MeohVee 

Yallabhuas. 

On the 19th September the plaintiffs sent to the defendant final . 
accounts for shortage allowances^ fee^ &c., in respect of the two 
consignments. The defendant declined to pay and asked for 
inspection of document. 

On the l7thNoveiiiher the plaintife filed this suit to recover the 
shortage allowance^ &c.^ from the defendant. The defendant con- 
tended in his written statement that the plaintiffs as agents of the 
defendant had not carried out his instructions as regards the re- 
sampling and therefore he was not liable. Without prejudice to this 
defence Es, 800 were paid into Court at the rate 6 ^?. per ton. 

As Mr. Schumacher, the plaintiffs^ constituted attorney in Bom- 
bay, who had transacted this business with the defendant, was . , „ ; 

about to leave India, he was examined de hene esse on the 22nd ■ ; i ' J 

February 1908. In cro>ss examination he said ^ 

** I Was tbo principal in the contract. It was an out and ont sale to me. . , : 

This is the first time I have stated to the defendant that it was an ont and ont ’ . 

sale to me.” , , 


The defendant then alleged that the plaintiffs, according to this 
evidence, were making out a different case to that set out in their 
plaint, namely, that they were suing as principals and. not as 
agents, and obtained leave to file a supplemental written statement, 
■wherein he contended that the plaintiffs were his agents for sale 
being remunerated by a commission of 2 per cent., and were 
therefore bound to account to him for all their dealings with the 
said goods. He denied the goods were sold to the plaintiffs, as, 
contended by Mr, Schumacher, as such contention was entirely 
contrary to the terms of the contract and inconsistent with the 
whole course of busine>ss between himself and plaintiffs and with 
the usual course of business between merchants and commission 
agents in Bombay. He counter-claimed for an account and asked 
for the suit to be dismissed. 



The cause was tried by Macleod, J. 

The learned Judge hekUhat the contract goods were short m 
weight and of inferior quality when they arrived at Hull 5 that the 
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plaintiffs did carry out the defendants instructions in obtaining a 
fresh survey of the goods ; and that the plaintiffs were acting under 
the said contracts as agents for sale of the defendant and wei*o 
bound to account to the defendant for all their dealings in the said 
goods* The suit was, therefore, dismissed* 

The learned Judge, in the course of his judgment, remarked as 
follows 

The eyidence shows that it is the practice for export houses in Bombay to 
receive offers from their correspondents in Europe, without mentioning the 
name of tbe offei’ers, and the defendant certainly understood that be was 
accepting ceiijaiii specific offexs received from Europe by the plaintiffs# 
Although the plaintiffs knew they were as a matter of fact buying on their 
own account, they held themselves out as agents in the ccntracts they signed 
with the defendant, and they cainioi now be allowed to say that they were 
acting as principals in tbe transactions. As agents they were not entitled to 
make any piofit beyond what was contained in the contracts and as 
they sold at higher late they are bound to account to tbe defendant for 
the excess. To hold otherwise uould be to give an inteipretatioii to the 
contracts which the words of the contracts cannot possibly bear. There is no 
ambiguity about the wording of the contracts and the ordinaiy rule of 
construction applies that the grammatical and oidinary sense of the words 
must be adhered to unless that would lead to some absurdity or some 
inconsistency with the rest of the instrument : Gray v, Pearson, (1857) 
6 H* L* G# 106 ; Caledonian Maikvaij Company v. Worth British Bailway Co., 
(1881) 6 App. Cas. 131. 


1909. 
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** If 1 give the words * confirm the sale through yon ‘ their ordinary and 
popular meaning, I cannot possibly hold that plaintiffs wore purchasers. 
But it may be said that this is a mercantile contxact and that these words 
have a special mercantile meaning. To support this contention theie must 
be evidence * ... In nxy opixiion, defendant contracted to ship through tho 
plaintiffs certain goods at a fixed price less 2 per cent. 0. 1. F, for a certain 
shipment to a fixed port for delivery to an ixnknown buyer. Plaintiffs 
contracted to pay the price fixed against mate's receipts in Bombay. As 
the plaintiffs did not take over the goods in Bombay or inspect them, defend- 
ant guaranteed to the buyers weight, quality and sound condition at the 
port of delivery and bound himself to pay any claims for short weight or 
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any profit by delivering at a higher piice. The defendant trixslecl to the 
plaintiffs selling his goods at the rate ha was paid in Bombay and no doubt 
if an allowance of 2s. or 2^. dd, had been awarded on these SOO tons, he 
would have paid that without making any inquiries. If a misunderstanding 
about re-sampling and appealing had not occurred, he might still have paid 
the allowances. The fact that plaintiffs liad realised higher prices would 
in the ordinary course of events never be revealed except by means of legal 
proceedings, but if plaintiffs contracted as agents, they caJinot get lid of 
their liability to account aiising from the contract. 

“ If ihe plaintiffs claim to be the pnrohnsois in Bombay contrary to the 
express wording of the contiaft, their claim on the defendant’s guarantee 
must fail, as that guarantee was given on tho imderstading that plaintiffs 
were acting as agents.” 

The plaintiffs appealed. 

Strangman, Advocate General^ and lang, for the appellants. 

It is quite unnecessary for the Court to find what was the 
relationship between the parties, the only question is whether 
or not the plaintiff is entitled to an account. The lower Court 
gave the relationship a name and said that certain incidents 
flowed from it. Ree Jenkins, 0 . J."s judgment in Paul Beier w. 
ChfalaU^K It is impossible in Bombay to say what the 
relationship is. There have been three previous dealings between 
the parties two of which were put through and one settled In 
neither cases were accounts demanded. Our first submission is 
that we must get a decree for what we have claimed. 

There is no doubt that we have acted load, fide. They admit 
'‘to” and "through” in the contract are the same. The 
plaintiff is entitled to say “ 1 am ready to account for what I 
have done.” 

As to the contract itself tho heading is ' Contract of Sale.* lYe 
say the 2 per cent, is discount, they say it is commission. When 
the goods get to European ports they are surveyed, if the survey 
is disputed there is arbitration and an appeal : see rules. The 
defendant has according to the rules to accept all reports, etc. 
We undertook to pay all Weighing and superintending charges, 
these amounted to 9d. in the ton, i.e., | per cent. Therefore if the 
2 per cent, is commission it is at once reduced to Ij per cent. 

CD (1904) 30 Bom, 1, 
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We also pay in England 2^ per coni; discount and soiuotliing 
must also be allowed for brokerage, therefore wo would have 
been working at a loss. The whole difficulty in the ease arises 
through the word "through^' to the contracts. The word does 
not necessarily imply an agency. 

The finding of the lower Court only comes to this that the 
defendant thought that the plaintiff was an agent. Their own 
broker’s evidence does not bear out their contention. 


The conclusions to be drawn from the evidence arc : — 

(1) The plaintifis treated themselves as principals, 

(2) The plaintiffs never held themselves out as agents. 

(3) It is admitted that the defendant never asked for accounts , 

(1) The question of agency is an afterthought as witnessed 

by the original written statement and the fact that the moonim 
is not called. 

(5) It is immaterial which word is used “ through ” or “ to ” 

(6) Accounts under such contracts are never asked for. 

If the Court comes to the conclusion that we are agents we 
must account. If they waive their right to accounts we must 
have our decree. The defendant’s election does not prejudice our 
right on the other issues. 

Jardine (with him BoleHson), for the respondent. 

There is a question of the lotid fides of the plaintiff : we were 
induced to enter into this contract because we thought ho was 
our agent who had no adverse interest. The facta show that he 
had adverse interests. They cannot say we have tried to evade 
payment. They say there is no need to define the relationship 
of the parties ; the Court will look at the contract itself. Can 
the Court treat the word “through’' as of no account. If you 
want an agent you say you do a thing “ through " him. , 


CSeandavabkau, J. !— You don't deny that evidence to the 
■y may be given ?] 

i ts^as adduced beyond the statement made in cross- 

the plaintiffs’ constituted attorney ; what was thfe 
^ 'ft© w#d “ ftrough We say yp|^ f 

’iJkiilliili'V i i 
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&ay same the beading contract of 

sale and the connterpart which says sale through us/* 

The defendant pays freight insuianco and costs. Why should 
wo pay the costs if they are out and out puichasers* The 2 per 
cent j we say, is commission The plamtiffs never wanted to give 
evidence as to the meaning of the 2 per cent Schumacher says 
it is a cu'-tom to deduct 2 pei cent discount but no custom is 
proved. 

They now say the lelationship is a complex one but we were 
not asked to meet that ease in the lower Court* They held 
themselves out as agents both by the conveisation we have 
alleged and by placing the conti act before us 

bt}ang7Mm in reply. 

Our points are : — 

(1) Is it necessary to define the relationship ^ 

(2) If so, has agency been made out ? 

(3) If agency is made out to what relief are the plaintiffs 
entitled ? 

As to (1) the relationship was not defined in Paul Beier v. 

, there as here the plaintiff said that on the form of 
the conliact thcie was a contract of vendor and pui chaser and 
the defendant contended that it was an agency conti act. The 
whole point is v\hethcr theie is a liability on behalf of the 
plaintiffs to account The evidence shows there is not. The 
defendant says ho never asked for accounts It is the wrong way 
to approach the case to try and biing this complex relationship 
under the liCcxd of agency. 

On the question as to whether or not agency is made out. 
They say they were induced to enter into the contracts because 
they thought the plaintiffs would get the best price for them 
from England* But see the broker^s evidence. The defendant 
never suggested that he did not get a fair rate. He could not do so 
because he knew well what the rates were as he was dealing in 
the same goods with Sassoon and others. Tliafc is all the evidence 
There can be no question of prejudice here It is quite im» 

(1) (1904) 30 Bom. 1. 
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material whether the plaintiffs were acting as principals or 
agents. Therefore on the question of agency we say (i) the 
Court cannot be asked by the defendant to hold agency in view 
of his first written statement and of his letter of 1st January 
1908 where his attornies write ^^you contracted to purchase 
from our client (ii) no stress should be laid upon the word 
*Hhrough^^ in view of the defendant's own admission that 
through is the same as to (iii) no accounts were asked 
for in the previous dealings and it is not the custom to demand 
accounts; (iv) if this is agency our benefits would be nil. 
As to (i) they say it is hard to hold the defendant to a slip; but 
why is the Moonim not called to explain the slip ? 

(3) But if agency is made out to what relief are the plaintiffs 
entitled ? The lower Court says none under section 236 of the 
Contract Act. They rely on Fiolinson ^ . Section 236 
applies only to executory contracts. Section 215 does not apply 
to this case as there is no dishonest concealment established or 
that the dealings of the agents have been disadvantageous to 
the principal. The defendant can only say that he is entitled 
to an account of our profits. 

OHilSfBiLVAiiKAK; J. : — ^The first question argued on this appeal 
is; whether the relationship constituted between the appellants 
(plaintiffs) and the respondent (defendant) by the two contracts, on 
which the suit was brought, was one of agent and principal, or of 
purchaser and vendor. Both the contracts are in writing, and, 
Judging from their terms alone, the conclusion is, I think, inevit- 
able that the appellants accepted under them the business of 
agency to sell the goods for and on behalf of the respondent. 

Each contract begins with these words ; — We (/, respond- 
ents), herewith confirm the sale through you appellants), 

words which are apt to convey the meaning that the latter were 
appointed to sell for the former. There is an admission, however, 
% the respondent in his deposition that sale through you and 

salo to you mean the same thing ; and in his solicitors’ letter to 
tie appellants, exhibit A 14, the goods forming the subject-matter 
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of another contract arc icf erred to as having been sold to the 
appellants. We must, therefore, look at the other terms and 
language of the contract to find the clear intention of the parties. 
Each of the contracts was on c. i. £. terms, that is, the respondent 
as vendor agreed to be liable for costs, insurance, and freight. 
The rate of exchange was fixed in each by the agreement of the 
parties. Each of these conditions may be as consistent with the 
relation of principal and agent as with that of vendor and pur- 
chaser* There is, however, extraneous evidence in the case^ 
adduced for the respondent to show that these two terms are 
incompatible, according to the usage of trade, with the latter 
relation and mark an agency business. That evidence has carried 
weight with the learned Judge in the Court below. Each of 
the two conti’acts in dispute shows that there was a deduction of 
2 per cent, in favour of the appellants from the purchase money 
advanced by them to the respondent and the latter has led 
evidence to pro\^e that this 2 per cent., according to commercial 
usage, is treated as commission, though it is sometimes spoken 
of and described in a written contract as discount. This 
evidence also has been believed by the learned Judge. To all this 
evidence of usage the objection urged before us on appeal is 
that no questions as to usage of trade were put to Mr. Schumacher, 
the appellants^ constituted attorney in Bombay, during his 
cross-examination* But the circumstances under which that cross - 
examination had to bo made are sufficient justification for the 
omission complained of. Mr. Schumacher had to be examined 
ie lene em before the trials commenced and issues were raised, 
because he was leaving for Europe. At that time the respondent 
had no distinct intimation that the appellants were going to set up 
a ease of purchase under the contracts on their own account. In 
the course of his cross-examination Mr. Schumacher set up that 
case for the first time i and the respondent has sworn that at that 
time he was at Calcutta and could not, therefore, give instructions 
to Ms counsel as to the new case unexpectedly set up. Under 
these circumstances wo cannot eliminate from the case the evi- 
dence as to usage* It was open to the appellants to ask the learn- 
ed Judge to postpone the hearing for the purpose of examining 
Mr. Schumacher hy commission on the points as to trade usage. 
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I3ufc even if we exclude all this evidence from our consideration 
JoAoiOTso’^T and confine oiu selves to the language of the written contracts, 
what is the result ? The facts that the contracts wore on c i f 
VAi.3iABH3)As, terms, that a rate of exchange was fixed l>y the agreement of the 
parties, and that two per cent was deducted from the price paid 
for the goods may be, as I have already observed, as consistent 
with the case of the appellants as with that of the respondent 
And if that had been all the language of the contracts, we might 
have construed them in favour oi the appellants But it is, in my 
opinion, difficult to do that in face of the language of the para- 
graph in each of the contracts, which begins with the respondents 
granting to the huyetb the weights &c/^ and ends with the 
respondent agreeing to accept the appellantb’ or their a{>ents ^ 
reports, decisions &c , as correct and conclusive and binding 
upon him Time is (m mj opinion) lieie a studious distinction 
made between tlio appellants as p a tics to the contract and the 
buyers Had both the parties intended the buyers to be the 
same as the appellants, there vas no need of distinguishing bet- 
ween the two And this distinction becomes still more marked 


when we have the fact that one term of the contract imported into 
it by the incorporation of the contract form of the Oil Seeds As- 
sociation (Ex C) was that it should be deemed to have bean made 
in England or to be performed there, implying that the buyers 
were not here but were foreigners living abroad It could not be 
^ said that the appellants were not here They foimed a trading 

firm carrying on business in Bombay by their constituted attorney, 
I ^ Mr. Schumacher This conclusion is further strengthened by 

^ another fact After the goods shipped by the respondent had 

arrived at their destination, the appellants wrote to the respondent 


11 ' 


that “ buyers ” complained bitterly of the quality of the ship- 
ments, (Ex T), implying that the buyers were people distinct from 
them (appellants) I agree, therefore, with Macleod J in the 
conclusion of fact at which he arrived m the case, holding that 
ttttder the contracts in dispute the appellants had become agents 
©I tiie respondent to sell his goods 

, jt©, however, urged before us that, assuming that an agency 
^ '^iaHllhsdi, the evidepee on record proves beyond doubt that it 
to «spgf, an agency to sell and to account. 

iiiili 
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No doubt there ib evidence to that in the case of such 

contracts no accounts have been called for* The respondent had 
three previous dealings with the appellants in each of which the 
contract was of the same nature as the present. The first was 
settled by payment of differences , in the other two there was no 
accounting by the appellants and no inquiry by the respondent 
whether the goods had been sold by the former at the conti act 
rate or for a lower or higher price than that. Similar dealings of 
the respondent with E. D. Sassoon & Co. and David Sassoon & Co. 
have hitherto ended without any account having been demanded 
or rendered. 

But the respondent and his witnesses have given an explanation 
which to my mind is satisfactory, besides that it is not met by any 
evidence to contradict it. The explanation is that the contract 
in such cases is invariably made against price offers^^ ; the sale 
being in all cases at the rate fixed, there is no necessity for an 
account ; but that there may be a case for accounts is contemplated 
by the terms of the contract itself. In each of the contracts in 
dispute the respondent agrees to accept as conclusive and binding 
upon him the appellants^ or their agents^ accounts 

The agency set up by the respondent being established, the next 
question js one of law It is admitted that the goods shipped from 
here under the contracts were bought by the appellants themselves, 
and not sold to others for and on behalf of the respondent. Upon 
these facts Macleod J held that the appellants, having acted in 
breach of their agency, were not entitled to the charges 
to recover which the appellants had brought the suit. It 
is argued that, upon the facts found, the respondent can claim, 
according to section 216 of the Indian Contract Act, no more than 
that the appellants should, as agents, account for the profits they 
may have made from the transactions, but that the respondent 
cannot deprive them of the right to the charges incurred by them 
under the written contracts. Section 216 is merely enabling and 
confers upon a principal the right to claim from his agent the 
benefit of the transaction to which the agency business related, 
where the agent, without the knowledge of the principal, has 
dealt with the business on his own account, instead of on account 
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of the latter The principal is free to exercise that right or not 
Mr. Jardine for the respondent relied, in support ot 
Maeleod J .'s decree dismissing the appellants’ suit, on section 236 
of the Indian Contract Act ; but the learned Advocate- General 
urged that that section applied only to executory, not to executed, 
contracts. Section 236 can have no relevancy here on either 
construction of it. We have in the present case a dispute between 
a principal and /us agent ; section 236 contemplates a dispute 
between two persons, one of whom falsely professed as agent of 
a third party to deal with the other It is section 215 of the 
Act which has a bearing on the case. It provides that— 

"If an agent deals on his own account in the business of the agency, with- 
out first obtaining the consent of his piincipal and acquainting him with 
all maieiial circumstances which have come to his own knowledge on the sub- 
ject, the puncipil may repudiate the transaction, if the cise shows oithci 
that any material fact has been di&boiiestly concealed from him by the agent, or 
that the dealings of the agent have boon disadvantageous to him ” 

The learned Advocate-General argues that where thoie has been 
no repudiation, that is, where the principal has, as in the present 
case, elected to affirm the purchase by the agent to himself, it is 
not open to the principal to retain the benefit of the purchase by 
pocketing the price he has alreadj received and declining at the 
same time to bear the burden of the transaction, that is, to pay to 
the agent the sums which he has expended for the transaction and 
which the principal has under the contract rendered himself liable 
to pay. 

Now, the law, no doubt, is that where a party elects to adopt a 
transaction, he must take its benefit with its burden. He cannot, 
as is said, both approbate and reprobate.” But both the benefit 
and the burden must, for that purpose, be attached to and 
incidehts of the transaction which the principal has affirmed by 
election. 

In the present case what is affirmed is the transaction of 
purdhase by the agent on his own account, Whether the 
BrtitiAtion charges and allowances, which the appellants seek to 
^fevw from the respondent under the two contracts in suit, are 
WdftMls and ancillary to that transaction or to the contract 
el a (jaestion which must depend upon the construciKpir 
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of those contracts. To my mind it is clear that those charges and 
allowances are annexed by the special agreement of the parties 
to the contract of agency as distinguished, in the written 
contacts, from the transaction of purchase. One part of the 
written contract is that the respondent as vendor accepts through 
the appellants (as his agents) the purchasers’ offer to buy for the 
price specified in the contract. The other part is the term hy 
which the respondent binds himself to his agents (the appellants) 
to pay to them the arbitration charges and allowances including 
short weight. The two parts are severable and contemplate two 
distinct liabilities. The fair inference, derivable from the words 
of the condition as to the charges and allowances in dispute and 
from the context in which it is inti’oduced into each of the two 
written contracts in suit, is that it attaches to the agency, not to 
the purchase. The words are with reference to this contract 
it is mutually arranged that no weighing or superintending 
charges should be charged but only arbitration charges and 
allowances (it any) and short weight (if any)/^ This mutual 
arrangement is between the respondent as principal and the 
appellants as his agents. This term has nothing to do with, but is 
independent of, the purchaser contemplated by the contract. If 
the agents substituted the character of purchaser tor that of agent 
with reference to the goods, the condition disappeared with the 
latter, and no burden was left for the respondent to bear. 

It cannot be fairly contended with reference to the two 
contracts in suit that the arbitration charges and allowances are 
not in the nature of remuneration for the agents^ services but 
that they are expenses properly incurred for completing the sale 
and form part of the transaction of purchase affirmed by the 
principal. They might have been so if the written contracts had 
been silent; but here the parties have provided for the matter in 
express terms and imposed the burden as a condition of the 
principaFs liability to his agents. 

The reasons for that express agreement are not pure specula- 
tion. The arbitration had to be in a foreign country where the 
respondent could not personally be present to look after his own 
interests i^ the matter. Had he dealt with the buyers direct he 
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would ‘have said ; Yon are at the place of arbitration and can 
look after your own interests. I cannot. You must, therefore, 
agree to bear the burden of the charges and allowances/’ And 
probably the purchaser would have agreed. But rather than 
bargain in that way with the purchaser, the respondent let him 
off and bargained with the appellants as his agents and chose to 
bear the burden, because they were appointed and trusted to 
protect his interests at the place of arbitration. If the agents, 
notwithstanding that condition, o£ their own wrong converted 
themselves into principals and bought the goods on their own 
account, the transaction when affirmed must be construed as one 
in which, as between the vendors and the buyers, the latter had 
agreed to bear the burden of the charges and allowances. That 
is the legal aspect of the case presented by the proved facts and 
surrounding circumstances of the transaction. 

This view of the law is supported by the authority of two 
decided cases, which I was able to find after we had heard argu- 
ments on appeal. In Salomons v, Pendef^^\ followed in Andrews 
V. Ramsay ^ GoS^\ the question for decision was the right to 
commission of an agent, who, without his principaFs consent and 
knowledge, had dealt with the business of the agency on his own 
account. But the principle, on which the decision in either case 
turned and the right in question was negatived, is broad enough 
to cover the present case. In Salomons v. Pende'i Pollock 0. B. 
said ; — 

authority has been adduced fox’ a depaiture fioiu the geueial pi-inciples 
goveiniug such a case, and the aigument has failed to convince me that a person 
can in the same traixsaction buy in the ehaxacter of pxincipal, and at the same 
time charge the seHer as ks agent. I cannot agiee that, because the seller has 
chosen to abide by the sale, he is theiefore to be he’d to have acknowledged the 
claims of the plaintiff both as agent and purchasex\” 

Bramwell B. said 

‘^It is true that the plaintiff may have derived no material advantage from 
the Interest which he has acquired in the piemises ; and that the defendant has 
h|i 4 benefit (if it be one) of the plalntiff^s services. But the defendant is in 
a to say ‘ what you have done has been done as a volunteer and does not 

witMn lino of your duties as agent*.” 

^ S Cl. m. m [1S03] % K. B. mi} at p# 
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So alsoj Martin B* — 

Mu JBoYiil has eontended, that as the sale was not rescinded there is a 
subsisting contract to pay the commission But that seems to me to be a 
fallacy# Tlie engagement to pay a commission to the plaintiff is quite distinct 
fiom the acceptance of an offer to buy the land,’’ 

And then he cited Story on Agency : In matters touching 

the agency, agents cannot act so as to bind their principals 
where they have an adverse interest in themselves — a principle 
which is fully recognized in the Indian Contract Act. 

The rule of law, then, is this. Where an agent appointed to 
sell his principaFs goods for a fixed price buys them on his own 
account without the previous consent of the latter, it is competent 
for the principal either to repudiate the transaction under the 
circumstances mentioned in section 215 of the Contract Act or to 
affirm it, If he elects to affirm, the principal will be liable to 
pay to the agent such charges only as are incidents of the 
transaction of purchase, that is, such as the vendor under the 
contract would have been liable to pay to the purchaser, because 
what is affirmed is the relation of vendor and purchaser. But if 
those charges are annexed by the terms of the contract to the 
agency so as to regulate the relation of principal and agent as 
distinguished from the relation of vendor and purchaser, the 
agent is not entitled to recover them. That is the principle, as 
I understand it, of the decisions in Salomons v. and 

Andrews v, Bamsay CofiK As that principle, in my opinion, 
governs the present case, the decree appealed from must be 
affirmed with costs. 

Hbatoist, J. — The defendant in this suit sold 800 tons of cotton 
seed which were shipped by him on the S. S. Knight of the 
Thistle and sent to Hull. 

The intermediary in the sale was Mr. Schumacher of the 
plaintiffs^ firm Worman and Co. He settled the price with the 
defendant, obtained the bills of lading, paid the agreed price to 
the defendant, and caused the cotton seed to be delivered in Hull 
to buyers known to him but not to the defendant. The shipment 
of the three hundred tons though by one steamer, was in two 
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lots, of two hundred tons (8,200 bags) and hundred tons (1,600 
bags) and the two lots were deliverf^d to two different buyers. 
The arrangement between defendant and plaintiffs was embodied 
in two written agreements, signed by defendant which are set out 
at pp. 40 and 48 of the paper book, with counterparts signed by 
Worman and Co., which appear at pp. 128-129. One of the 
terms of the agreements was this : 

**I/w6 guarantee to the buyers the weights, quality and sound condition 
at the port of deliveij and I/we bind my self /oui selves to pay any claims for 
short weight or difference in quality oi any other claim £oi any cause whatsoevei, 
which the agents or buyers m Europe may bring against or on account of the 
goods or shipment immediately on demand, and I/we agree to accept your 
or your agents’ reports, decisions, accounts, final invoices and/or other voucheis 
as correct and conclusive and binding upon me/us. 

It happened that by the same steamer the defendant shipped 
about 6,000 more bags of cotton-seed (he says of the same quality 
as the 300 tons) to other unknown buyers in England through 
other firms in Bombay under agreements on the same general 
lines as those with Worman and Co. 

The utmost deduction he was called on to pay for short weight 
and inferior quality in lespect of these other bags of cotton seed 
was 2s» 6d. a ton. But Worman and Co informed him that in 
respect of the two shipments of 200 and 100 tons he had to pay at ^ ^ 
the rate 8^. 9{l and 6s, 9cl a ton respectively. These dediMttfes 
were made under the rules of the London Incorporated Oil Seeds 
Association after weighment and sampling at Hull, the port of 
discharge, as provided in the contract. The extraoidinaiy 
difference in the amount of the deductions payable, excited the 
attention of the defendant. He desired re-sampling in the case 
of the shipment of 300 tons. This was impossible. He appealed 
through Worman and Co. against the deductions : the appeal 
was fruitless. Then he declined to pay the charges claimed and 
in November"1907 Worman and Co. brought this suit to recover 
those charges from the defendant. 

j lll^ to resisted the claim at first on the ground that Worman and 
. Co. as his agents had failed to carry out his instluctions as to re- 
! sampling and appealing. That ground, it should be mentioned, 
failed in the suit and was not sought to be made good in appeal, 
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In February 1908, Mr. Schnmaclier found that he had to go to 
Europe shortly and desired io expedite the suit This the defend- 
ant was not prepared for but agreed that Mr. Schumacher should 
be examined de Ime esse. This was done in February, 

The suit was heard in September. Mr. Schumacher had stated 
in his examination that the sale to him by defendant was an out 
and out sale and that he was not defendants agent through whom 
the cotton seed was sold to unknown buyers. After this the de- 
fendant put in a supplemental written statement alleging in brief 
that Worman and Oo. were his agents to sell j that the sampling at 
Hull was made not under his contract with Worman and Co. but 
under other contracts between Worman and Oo. and buyers in 
England, with which contracts defendant had no concern and 
under which he incurred no liability ; and that Worman and Co. 
were bound to account for all their dealings with the goods. 

In the suit the controversy turned on two main points whleh^ 
briefly put, amount to this— 

(1) W eie the sampling and the appeal binding on the defendant ? 

(2) Were Woiinau and Co. agents to sell or buyers out and out f 

The first controversial point was decided against defendant ; the 
second in his favour. 

Theieupon, this was the position. Under the contract between 
the plaintiffs and defendant the latter was bound to pay the de- 
ductions claimed. But the plaintiff had not acted under the 
contract, he had set it aside for he had bought for himself, not 
acted as a commission agent, and consequently could not claim 
under it. In the result, Macleod Jl allowed the defendant to 
elect whether he would take a decree on the footing that defend- 
ant and plaintiffs were principal and agents or on the footing 
that plaintiffs were buyers out and out,ihad sot aside the contract 
and could not claim under it. Defendant elected to take the 
latter course and the suit was dismissed. 

The plaintiffs have appealed and the Hon. the Advocate^General 
who represented them stated fully, clearly and forcibly the 
argument for Ms clients and maintained that all the merits were 
on their side. He put it this way ; these deductions for 
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weight and inferior quality have to he paid by ^oine one. All 
Worman and Co. can get is the price payable by the English 
buyers less the deductions. All defendant is entitled to^ is the 
price agreed on less the deductions. But Worman and Co. have 
actually paid to the defendant the full price agreed on. How 
then in justice can defendant avoid paying the deductions How 
can he justly retain the full price when the allowances which he 
agreed to pay have actually been paid by the plaintiff ? So stated 
the case does appear to be very strong for the plaintiff. But as 
usual there is another side to it. Defendant (it is said on his 
behalf) dealt with Worman and Oo. as commission agents. He 
trusted them as the business compelled him to do^ to safeguard 
his interest. He was unaware of the identity of the buyers in 
England and could not reach them or protect himself in dealing 
with them except by the agency of Worman and Co. 


When the weighing and sampling came to be made at Hull, it 
Was all-important that they should be done in the presence of 
some one who would have a motive for safe-guarding defendant'^s 
interests. So long as Worman and Co. were agents acting in the 
interests of defendant they would employ agents at home who 
would make it their business to see that the weighing and 
sampling were fair to the defendant. But if Worman and Oo. 
weye buying on their own account they might ship to themselves 
(or their own agents) in Hull and then it would be to their 
interest to have the weighing and sampling done so as to bring 
about a large instead of a small deduction. Eor they themselves 
would pocket the whole of the deduction. This view of the case 
is of importance, not as suggesting dishonesty on the part of 
Worman and Co. but as showing that if defendant dealt with 
them as buyers he was running far greater commercial risks than 
if he dealt with them as commission agents. 


Now Macleod J. has found that although the plaintiffs knew 
h they were as a matter of fact buying on their own account, they 
themselves out agents in the contracts they signed with the 
adtoh 

i ' ^ " 

that he so, they induced defendant to believe he was running 
cpmipsycial risks, whereas in reality he was 
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lunniBg risks of a much more serious nature and was placing them 
in a position in which they could benefit by his loss. 

If it be so, justice does not require that they should be protected 
against loss due to their own action in order that defendant may 
not take an unforeseen profit. They could apparently have 
obtained from defendant deductions at 2 s. 6 d, a ton ; defendant 
was apparently ready to pay that for he deposited it in Court 
but they preferred to take the chance of getting more. It is not 
for them to complain because in taking that chance they incurred 
the risk of getting nothing. 

In this case the merits arc not unquestionably all on one side 
but depend on the facts found. 

The real crucial question is that on which Macleod J, has 
recorded an unambiguous finding. Did the plaintiffs induce the 
defendant to enter into contracts in the belief that they were to 
he commission agents ? 

The actual form of the contract has been keenly and exhaustively 
discussed. The result of the discussion is to demonsfcrate that it is 
in a form which suggests that Worman and Co. were commission 
agents and not buyers. It is unnecessary to embark on a detailed 
examination of the arguments one way or the other j it is enough 
to say that the relations between the parties weie complex | one 
party took some risks, the other party took other risks ; but never- 
theless according to the form of the contract, the plaintiffs 
were to sell the cotton seed on behalf of defendant and not to 
buy it themselves. There are however two arguments which 
need comment. The Hon. the Advocate-General urged that 
defendant himself had admitted that plaintiffs were buyers and 
that the terms of the contract were such that plaintiffs stood to 
lose if they got nothing but the 2 p. c. commission or discount 
provided for in the contract. 

It is quite true that defendant has spoken and written of 
plaintiffs as buyers from him. But this does not of itself in- 
dicate that defendant ever believed they were buyers only ; and 
not his agenrs selling on commission. They wei c buyers in the 
sense that they represented purchasers in England and were th# 
only persons with whom defendant would deal in arranging hUh. 
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relations with the real buyers. Therefoi’C, once the agreements 
were signed and the goods shipped, Worman and Oo. would be 
of more immediate and practical importance to him as agents of 
the buyers in England than as his agents to 'sell. It was after 
this stage had been X'eaehed that defendant termed them buyers. 
It is not surprising then, that he did speak of them as buyers ; 
unless we assume that he would carefully discriminate between 
the two capacities in which they stood to him, namely, as agents 
to sell on his behalf and as buyers on behalf of clients in England. 
Such nice discrimination is not to be expected and its absence 
does not and need not excite the belief that defendant knew the 


plaintiffs were out and out buyers . 

i 

I The second argument is made out in this way, plaintiffs were 

^ to get 2 p. c. on the price defendant paid, but they had to pay 

about I p. c. as weighing and superintending charges in Hull 
and 2| p. c. discount to the buyers there. So unless they could 
make a profit by getting a better price in England they must 
f inevitably lose j therefore, it must have been intended that they 

1 were to get a better price if they could : and it follows that they 

I bought to make a profit for themselves and were buyers out and 

i out and not agents to sell. The argument is neat but uncon- 

i vincing. The price entered in the agreement between plaintiff 


and defendant would not be identical with the price arranged 
with the buyers in England. The latter price would naturally 
allow for^ the diseount’of 2] p. c. if not for the charge of about 
I p. 0. We have the evidence of Mr. Powell of Messrs. David 
Sassoon and Go. to show that it is so and it naturally would be. 
In the nature of things, commission agreements need not state 
both the price at which the principal sells and that at which his 
agent sells. It may be implied that the price at which the 
agent sells is to cover discount and other charges and still leave 
hua his clear commission. It is not necessary to express this, 
aod what evidence there is on the point indicates that it is 
ll^ally implied and not expressed. It does not, therefore, 
that the contracts were in a form so different from ordi- 
iii|i||^aaitracts made with commission agents as to suggest a 
feyfedtjt ind out. The Hon. the Advocate-General also urged, it 
tm tfua® correctly, that the right way to deal with this 
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ease^is to ascertain from the contract and the evidence what 
really were the relations between the parties ; not to give the 
contract a name and from that name infer the relations. He 
nrges that the crucial test is whether the plaintiffs were bound 
to account to the defendant and argnes that they were not be- 
cause the defendant did not call for an account either in this 
matter or in the previous dealings between the parties; and 
because the evidence shows that in apparently similar dealings 
between defendant and other parties accounts were not called 
for. All this is true ; but the fact that in practice accounts are 
not called for, does not prove that there is not a liability to 
account. It is an indication which properly may be used as an 
argument in plaintiffs’ favour. But i^ it a cogent argument or 
one of only slight value ? 1 thinks in this case it is the latter. 
In these^ as in other mercantile dealings^ there is necessarily a 
good deal of give and take and much mutual confidence. To 
enforce the liability to account as a practice, would impair the 
mutual confidence and create friction, where smooth working is 
essential. Hence, it is easy to understand that though the 
liability to account is there, it would not be enforced so long as 
the parties had confidence in, and desired to continue to deal 
with each other. This consideration, it seems to me, destroys 
the force of the Hon. the Advocate-General’s argument. 
That a liability to account was contemplated is, I think, 
clear from the words in the contract. We agree to accept your 
or your agents^ reports, decisions, aecomt^f &e., as conclusive and 
binding upon us.^^ 

Having considered these general arguments I come back 
to the real question whether the plaintiffs induced the de- 
fendant to enter into the contracts in the belief that they 
were commission agents. I have shown that the form of con- 
tract indicates that plaintiffs wore to be commission agents. 
The actual course of dealing indicates the same, for, as has been 
explained, on any other hypothesis, the defendant was running 
greater mercantile risks than it is reasonable to suppose^ he 
would ho likely to undertake. The evidence of Messrs. Powell, 
Jivaraj Tokersey, F. D. Lalkaka and Thomas, who show 
that Messrs. David Sassoon and Oo., E. D. Sassoon & Co. and 
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Graham & Co. in similar dealings do act as commission agents 
and nothing else, supports this conclusion. The cumulati\e 
effect of these considerations tends clearly and definitely to the 
finding that plaintiffs would appear to the defendant to be 
commission agents. The plaintiffs could not fail to know this. 
Tt follows that they knowingly entered into contracts which 
could not bear any interpretation but that they were commission 
agents. What is there on the other side ? Putting aside the 
general arguments^ the most impoitant of which have been 
discussed^ thei’o is the evidence of Mr. Schumacher which states 
that Worman and Oo bought out pnd out on their own account and 
did not act as agents in the transaction ; that the 2 per cent, was 
trade discount and not commission; and implies that he did 
nothing to lead defendant to suppose Worman and Oo, were 
acting as agents. There is also the evidence of the broker 
Pranshankar which is indefinite and does not, in my opinion, 
elucidate the matter at all. It is perfectly true that when 
Mr, Schumacher was examined the crucial points in the ease 
were not so clearly understood as later, when the suit came on 
for trial ; and that he was not questioned as to certain matters 
to which Meghji, the defendant, deposed; e^^pecially matters 
bearing on this question as to whether IFr. Schumacher led 
defendant to believe that the former was merely an agent to sell. 





Hence it is Argued that either the defendant should not have 
been questioned on these points or that when defendant'^s case 
was closed the plaintiffs should have been allowed to adduce 
rebutting evidence. In my opinion, this argument cannot 
prevail. The issues indicated clearly enough what was in dis- 
pute. If matters came out in the evidence which plaintiffs had 
not foreseen, that was an ordinary incident of a trial. These 
matters were pertinent to the issues, they were an important 
support, not of a new case set up by defendant after the plaiatiff^s 
case was closed, but of defendants case, as indicated in the 
second written statement and crystallised in the issues. There- 
fore, I do not think, plaintiffs were entitled to give rebutting 
^evid^nce or that Macleod J. was wrong in refusing to allow it. 

B only remains to add a few words as to Mr. Schumacher's 
Ovidepc^, Macleod who tried the case came to the conclusion 
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that, whether consciously or not, Mr. Schumacher did obtain the 
contracts on the representation (whether by precise unqualified 
words or not does not inattei) that ho was to act as commission 
agent. He does himself admit ho di<l not tdl the defendant he 
was buying out and out (page 31 of the Paper Book): this admiS’* 
sion tiikeii with the wmids of the eontraefcj the course o£ dealing 
between the paities^ and the course of dealing deposotl to in 
similar transactions, comdnees mo that Macleod J. wms light. 
That being so, the plaintiffs cannot claim under the contiact, for 
they themselves set it aside. As pui chasers out and out, the 
plaintiffs wore themselves bound to accept, from the buyers in 
England, the price diminished by the amount of deductions there 
made. On what footing can they recover these deductions from 
the defendant ? Not under the contracts, for these they them^^ 
selves destroyed. If at all it is only, so far as I can see, by way 
of damages. But damages are neither claimed nor pro\ ed in the 
case. That they were not claimed, is clear from the course of 
the litigation They are not proved, because the only evidence 
of them consists of repoifcs and coriespondencc which would bo 
conclusive, if the contracts could bo appealed to, but which other« 
wise do not by themselves amount to satisfactory proof even if 
they are evidence at all. 

Finally, the plaintiffs claim that they should bo allowed to 
render an account; but that would be to assume that in fact 
they were agents, which they wmie not. They were in fact 
buyers out and out and went to trial and had issues framed on 
that assertion* They cannot now be allowed to rectify unfore- 
seen losses by assuming the position of agents. The judgments 
in Andrews v. Mamsci// ^ Co* explain the principle on which 
the decree made by Macleod J. was proper* Therefore, I think, 
that decree should be confirmed and this appeal be dismissed 
with costs. 

Decree mifimed,. 

Attorneys for the appellants: BuDaell^ Merman] i m3 

Mmef^ 

Attorneys for the respondent : Messn. Kmga and Patel* 

, B. N* U 
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before Mf* Justice CJimdavarloir and Mr» Jvstt>ee Batchelor* 

Is ME SHIVLAL PALMA.* 

Criminal B'i ocedwc Code {Act V of 1898), section lOS — Sanction to prosecute — 

Order granted Vg single Jtidge — jPoilctb of Full Court to revoke the 

sanetioTi'^FuZl Court not an Ajg^cllate Qonrt — Bresidemy Small Came 

OoiirtB Act{X,Y of 1882), sections 57 , 08* 

Wheie a sanction to piosecixto lias been granted by a Judge of the Presidency 
SmaE Causes Gonrfc at Bombay, a Enll Court of tliat Conit bas no power to 
reroke the sanction, 

Fer OirANMAVAMKAM, J — The language used in sections 37 and 38 of the 
Presidency Oouit of Small Causes Act (XY of 1882) does not appear to be 
appropriate for the purpose of conferring appellate jurisdiction upon the Pull 
Court. 

Fer Batcemlom, J» —The juiisdiction confeired by section 88 of the Act is 
not appellate, but revisional only. 

This was an application iniclcr the criminal revisional 
jurisdiction of the High Court. 

The fifth Judge oi the Bombay Presidency Small Causes Court 
granted a sanction to prosecute the applicant Shivlal Padma for 
offences punishaUe under sections 191^ 198, 196, 463 and 465 of 
the Indian Penal Code, 

The applicant applied to the Full Court of the Court of Small 
Causes at Bombay, but that Court declined to interfere on the 
ground that it had no jurisdiction. 

The applicant applied to the High Court. 

S* Fadylwjof^ for the applicant.— The only point is 
whether the full Court of the Bombay Court of Small Causes 
can revoke the sanction granted by the fifth Judge. The power 
of one Court to revoke the sanction granted by another Court 
is given by section 195 of the Criminal Procedure Code. Under 
195 (6) ‘^any sanction given or refused..,,,.. ..may be 
or granted by any authority to which the authority,,. is 
Clause 7 further defines the subordination, Btery 

if 1 1 u ^ r t * tot Bnum 284 of 1909, 
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Court shall be deemed to be subordinate only to the Court to 
which appeals from the former Court ordinarily lie, 

We have thus to see whether the Court of the fifth Judge is 
subordinate to the Full Court within the meaning of section 195 
(6) and (7) that is^ whether an appeal ordinarily lies from the 
Court of the fifth Judge to the full Court. The powers of the 
Full Court arc defined be section 3S of the Presidency Small 
Cause Courts Act (XV of 1882) and we have to see whether in 
view of these powers^ it could be called an Appellate Court. 

The word appeal has nowhere been defined cither in the Civil 
or Criminal Procedure Codes. 

Wharton^s Law Lexicon (8th Edn.) gives the definition of 
appeal as the removal of a cause from an inferior to a superior 
Court for the purpose of testing the soundness of the decision of 
the inferior Court.^^ Century Dictionary defines the word as in 
law, to refer to a superior Judge or Court for the decision of a 
cause depending; specifically to refer a decision of a lower 
Court or Judge to a higher one for re-examination or revisal/^ 
The definition in Webster^s Dictionary is in terms similar to 
the one in Whai ton’s. 

It follows from these definitions of appeal that any Court, 
which could examine and test the soundness of the decision of 
another Court on any point, either of law or fact, is a Court of 
appeal to the other. 

The Full Court satisfies all these conditions. It can, under 
section 88, alter, set aside or reverse any order or decree, passed 
by the fifth Judge. No Appellate Court could have powers wider 
than these. The Full Court consists of two Judges, vi 2 i., the 
Chief Judge and the Judge whose decisions arc under considera- 
tion. Its powers are given in a chapter which is headed New 
Trials and Appeals.^^ The constitution of this Court, as well as 
its powers, were fully considered in Behfam v. ATiesUr^^\ 
It is not necessary that an appeal should lie from one Court 
to another in all cases. If in some cases it lies, that is suflBeient 
for section 195 of the Criminal Procedure Code : Madtiray Villay 


317 

m% 

In MM 
SniYhAji 
PAmx 


i 



m (1903) 27 Bom. 563 3 6 Bom. L, B OiO. 





im 


In eb 
Bhivial 
Pa DMA. 



THE INDIAN LA# BEPOHTS. [VOL. XXXlV. 


V. Elderton'^^y. The word “ordinarily '’is specially used in the 
section to obviate this difficulty. Therefore it does not matter 
if an appeal does not lie in ex parte cases. 


jB. jB. Desai, for the respondent : — The word appeal does not 
appear anywhere in the section. I rely on the case of In re 
GoverMandas^^') -to show that the Eull Court has no power to 
revoke a sanction granted. 

Moreover the Full Court and the Court of the fifth Judge 
cannot be considered as two distinct Courts. No such distinction 
is made in the whole Act. The use of the word “appeal” in 
the heading of the chapter is not justified by what follows in 
-the chapter itself. 


Chandavarkae, J. The question, in this ease, is whether a 
Full Court of the Presidency Small Causes Court in Bombay 
has power to grant or revoke a sanction refused or granted by 
a single Judge of that Court. The determination of that ques- 
tion depends upon the further question whether the Full Court 
is a Court of appeal, or whether, if it is not a Court of appeal, 
it is a Court of ordinary original jurisdiction within the meaning 
of clause 7 of section 195 of the Criminal Procedure Code. As 
regards the Full Court, it ought to be borne in mind that there is 
no mention of or provision for it in the Presidency Small Cause 
Courts Act. This has been pointed out in a decision of this 
Court in Behram v. ArdeeUr As held there, it is a Court 
which has obtained its legality and status owing to a long 
continued practice. And there it was also held that, though no 
rules had been framed as to the exercise by the Full Court of 
any powers under the Act, it did not follow that the sittings of 
that Court were nltra vires. It is the long practice, which has 
given it its validity. But that decision left the question 
untouched as to whether the jurisdiction exercised by the Full 
Court was of an appellate or revisional character. Its determina- 
tion depends on the construction of sections 37 and 38 of the 
• PSresidency Small Cause Courts Act, XY of 1882. Now, these 
Iwlaohs occur under Chapter YI of the Act, That chapter is 

■ tlMl895)22Cal, 487. ® (isoS) 27 Bom, 130. 
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headed ''New Trials and Appeals.” No doubt the heading 
of a chapter is a key to the construction of the enactment^ as 
has been pointed out by Lord Maenaghten in his judgment in 
Arrow Slipping Company v. Tipie Improvement Commmioners d). 
But it is a key, only where the main provisions of the sections 
which occur under that heading or chapter are ambiguously 
worded. Here it is clear that the w’ords of the heading of the 
chapter mean no more than that the chapter deals with the 
question of new trials and appeals. That does not mean that 
an appeal is allov^ed but it means that the chapter concerns the 
question. How that question is solved must be decided on the 

provisions of the sections of the Chapter. Section 87 says : 

" Save as otherwise provided by this Chapter or by any other 
enactment for the time being in force, every decree and order of 
the Small Cause Court in a suit shall be final and conclusive.” 
That means that ordinarily a decree of a Presidency Small Causes 
Court is not appealable. Then section 38 goes on to provide that, 
“ the Small Cause Court may... order a new trial to be held, 
or alter, set aside or reverse the decree or order, upon such 
terms as it thinks reasonable.” Does this language amount to 
an appellate jurisdiction conferred upon the Full Court? This 
is an Act of the Legislature of the Government of India, and in 
construing these sections, we may well call in aid the language 
used by the same Legislature in other Acts as to the right of 
appeal. For instance, in the Civil Procedure Code and in the 
Criminal Procedure Code, in conferring an appellate jurisdiction 
upon a Court apt language has been used, the words used being 
" an appeal shall lie.” Here the provisions of the section do not’ 
use the word " appeal ” at all. And that view, I think, is further 
strengthened by this circumstance, that where a right of appeal 
is given to a party, it means from a lower to a higher Court. 
For instance in the High Court, where there is a judgment by a 
single Judge, sitting as a Court, there is an appeal under the 
Letters Patent to a Court consisting of two Judges. 

But here the Act makes no distinction between a Judge and 
more than one Judge of the Presidency Small Causes Court, 

0) [1891] A. C. 608 at r« 630. 
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What h spoken of is the Small Causes Court, whether it consists 
of one Judge or more than one Judge. And the jurisdiction 
here conferred is not necessarily upon a Bench consisting of 
more than one Judge. Thoiefore, the language used in the 
sections does not appear to me to be appropriate for the purpose 
of conferring appellate jurisdiction upon the Full Court It is 
all the more necessary to arrive at that conclusion, having regard 
to the decision of BeJiram v. Afiesliir which says that the Full 
Court is merely a creature of practice. There is no piovision 
for it in the Presidency Small Causes Courts Act. Therefore, 
we should not extend its powers beyond those which have been 
recognised up to now unless there is anything express in the 
Act, which justifies the extension of these powers. 



For these reasons, I am of opinion that the Full Court was 
right in holding that it had no jurisdiction to interfere with 
the sanction granted by the fifth J udge of the Small Causes 
Court. This application is rejected and the rule discharged. 

Batcheloe, J. ‘—I am of tlie same opinion. I think that in 
order that Mr Dadyburjor should succeed in his application, 
it is necessary for him to show that under the Presidency 
Small Cause Courts Act, XV of 1882, appeals ordinarily lie 
from the decision of a single Judge to the Full Court. (See 
section 196 of the Criminal Procedure Code.) That is a proposi- 
tion which, in my opinion, it is impossible to maintain. The 
question turns upon the meaning of section 38 of the Presidency 
Small Cause Courts Act, and I have no hesitation in thinking 
that the jurisdiction conferred by that section is not appellate, 
but revisional only. The words used are apt for the purpose of 
expressing the grant of revisional jurisdiction and they are very 
inapt for the other purpose. No right is conferred upon the 
defeated litigant, but a power is conferred upon the Court, and 
it is noteworthy that the Court concerned is the same Court— the 
Bnjiall Cause Court — with which other sections of the Act deal 

flllo^ver if Mr. Dadyburjoi^s argument were right, then th^ 
ff 88 would be this : that in case of every aingje 
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decree passed ia a contested suit there would he a right of appeal. 
That view I thinks opposed both to the general scheme of this 
Act and to the language of section 37, which must be read together 
with section 3S, For these reasons, I agree with my learned 
colleague in thinking that this application should be refused, 

Enle dmliargeih 
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APPELLATE CIVIL, 


Before Sir Banl Seott^ Kt , Chief Jiishce, and Mr. Jiisiiie Batchelor* 

RATJI TAiiii) MAHADIT PATIL (oeigistal DrrBisrDANr), Appebbabt, 
V* BAKUJI TABAD KAIiOJJ AKU AKornLB (oBTGiisrAnj PiiAiiriFrs), 
BLsrojirDi'HTs ^ 

Mindu Zaw-Sud) ct^--Mltal slm a-^LegithmU w — llhgitmvak Vaian 

— Collateral successioii — S^it hg nvernoner for declaration as Clearest 
hdr-^Wuloio of the Imt Male holdei -^Vested rtqht— Limitation Act (XV of 
imj, Art UO. 

Amongst Sudias governed by tlio Mitikbban an illegtmnte son canntt 
inherit a \atan collateially in piefeience to legitimate heiis. 

The light to sue foi a declaiation of heiiship to a ^ atan does not accruo until 
the death of the ^udow of the hst male holdei of the \ at in, the widow having a 
vested interest in it as the nesiest hen. 

Second appeal from the decision of C. Fawcett, District Judge 
of Ahmednagar, confirming the deciee of G. L, Dhekne, Subor^ 
dinate Judge of Kopargaon, 

The plaintiffs, who were eoufeinS|Sued for a declaration that they, 
and not the defendant, were the heirs to the Patilki Vatan of 
their paternal uncle Ganpati Hari, deceased, or of Beubai, the 
widow of the deceased. The plaint alleged that Ganpati died 
about thirteen years before the suit, that the defendant fraudu-* 
l0ijitly represented himself to he the heir of Ganpati and got 
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his name entered as such in the Vatan Register in the year 1899 
though Ganpati had left him surviving his widow Reuhaij that 
the defendant was Basipufra (illegitimate son) in the plaintiffs’ 
family and was, therefore, not entitled to the vatan, that Reubai 
died in or about the year 1902 in the Baroda territory where 
she lived, and that the plaintiffs having learnt of the defendant’s 
fraud in October 1905, tliey brought the present suit in the year 
1908 for a declaration of their heirship. 

^ The defendant answered that he was not a hampuha, that ho 
was the son of Mahadu, the natural brother of Hari the father 
of Ganpati, that he wa^ thus a nearer heir to Ganpati than either 
of the plaintiffs and that the suit was time-barred. 

The following is the genealogical tree 


Muktabai. 


Eeubai, 


The Subordinate Judge found that the plaintiffs were the heirs of 
Ihe deceased Ganpati, that the defendant was the son of Mahadu 
who himself was a Basipvira of the plaintiffs’ ancestor Vithuji 
and was not the heir of Ganpati, that the defendant acted frau- 
dulently in getting his own name entered as heir in the Vatan 
B-egister, and that the plaintiffs having .learnt of the defendant’s 
“fraud about four years before the suit, the claim was not time- 
f 1 'barred under Article 120 of the Limitation Act. The Subordinate 

B ifore, decreed the claim, observing : — 

s shows that plaintiffs are the heirs of danpati and that the 
(t shown to he horn of their ancestor Viihnji. Even for the sake 
it! fee held that Mahadu was horn of the mistress of Yithtj.ji, 
.Si^^Mahadn’s son Eavji is a preferential heir to the^ plaiatiffe< ’ i 
estsis ta guide me, Eeferiing to the oases ttnfdt^ tho 
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lieadiDg of ‘^Illegitimate sobs” on pp. 3488 to 8404 of Woodman's Digest^ I think 
the case of 1. 1. B. 21 All. 99 goes against the defendant even if it be conceded 
that the defendant’s father was a Dasiputra* As regards vatan property the 
sentiment of the Hindus even of the Sudra class would be that it should go to 
the legitimate heirs rather than to the descendants of the illegitimate heirs. 
The cases referred to above aie most of them cases of inheritance by an lUegifei- 
mate son to his father. Theie are fevr cases of collateral succession and the 
few that are cited are against the defendant. I think that sentiment and 
opinion even amongst the Siidras would be to give the plaintiffs a preference as 
against the defendant and especially so when vatan property is concerned. I 
theiefoie declare that plaintiffs are the heirs to the vatan share of Ganpati 
Hari and they are the reversionary heirs to Ganpati Haii now after the death of 
Ganpati ’s widow Eeubai as regards the property in dispate. «= # # 

I declare that the defendant is not the heir as claimed by him. All costs qu the 
defendant. 


1909. 


liAVJt 

VABAB 

Mahabit 

1?. 

Sakctji 

VAnAD 

ICaboji:# 


On appeal by the defendant the District Judge confirmed the 
decree. With respect to the defendant's illegitimacy he agreed 
with the Subordinate Judge^ and on the point of limitation he 
made the following remarkb 

The only remaining c|U(-stion is that of limitation. The suit clearly falls under 
Article 120 of the Limitation Act, c/. I. L. B. 15 Bom. 422, and the question 
is, when did the right to sue accme to tho plaintiffs ? As to this I agree with 
the lower Court that it did not accrue till Reubai’s death, which was within 
sii years of the institution of the suit. Ho doubt plaintiffs weie adversely 
affected by the entry of defendant’s name' in place of Ganpati's in the vatan 
Register in 1899, but this in itself gave them no right to sue for the relief 
claimed in the present suit, vvi , that they were entitled to have their names 
entered in the register as heirs of Ganpati in preference to the defendant, 
because the latter in such a suit could at once have pleaded that even on plaintiffs* 
case they had no right to such a declaration so long as Beubai was alive. And 
if, as appears from one of the documents tendered in evidence in this appeal and 
as is not unlikely from the fact that Eeubai lived in Baroda, except for 
7 years or so after her husband's death when^ defendant says she lived with him, 
Beubai was a consenting party to the defendant's name being entered in the 
register, it virtually amounted to an alienation of her share of the vatan by 
Beubai, which would, under S'Ccfcion 5 of Bombay Act HI of 1874, be valid during 
her life-time. And the mere fact that plaintiffs could have brought a suit to 
declare such alienation valid (invalid ?) {illustration (e) to section 42, Specrdc 
Belief Aot) does not bar a suit like the present, after the plaintiffs have obtained 
a vested interest in the property in regard to which they seek a declaration. 
The "right to sue” is a different one and arises out of a different cause of action. 

The fiefeadaat preferred ^ second appeal, 

ip loe-l 
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JS. M, J)e»ai for the appellant (defendant) The plaintiffs sued 
for the declaration of their status as Vatandars, Civil Courts 
have no jurisdiction to entertain such a suit. 

[Scott, C. J. It has been recently held that such a suit can be 
entertained by Civil Courts : ’Rahmlilian, v. 

Our next point is that we are entitled to inherit the vatan 
though it hsis been found that our descent was illegitimate in a 
collateral branch of the farnily. The parties are Sudras, and 
under Hindu Law the illegimate son of a Sudra has the rights of 
a legitimate son in the family of his father and his share in the 
family property is half of what a legitimate son is entitled to, and 
in the absence of a legitimate son he takes the whole of his father’s 
property. The decision in Sdwme SJtanhar Bajendra Varere v. 
Bajeaar Swam Jangam’^ is no doubt against our contention, but 
we submit that it is not conclusive on the point. There is nothing 
in Hindu Law to exclude illegitimate sons among Sudras from 
succeeding to collaterals : West and Biihler (3rd edn.), pp. 72, 81, 
83,461, 462 j Macnaghten's Hindu Law (3rd edn.), pp. 14,16. 
The luling in Batitaliiigoi IMuppau v. Ptivadcii Gouiidciti^^ shows 
that the sons of an illegitimate son are entitled to succeed to their 
grandfather. The principle of survivorship is also held to apply 
by the Privy Council in the case of illegitimate sons surviving 
the legitimate sons : Jogendro Blinpaii v. NiUjanand Man, Sing<.^\ 
If that is so, then there is no reason why an illegitimate son 
should not succeed to the collaterals of his father. 


The next point is that the suit is time-barred. Our name was 
entered in the Vatan Eegister as next heir after due inquiry 
under the Vatan Act in the year 1899, while the present suit was 
filed in the year 1906, that is, more than six years after the entry 
It is true that Heubai died in 1902. But the cause of action 
accrued to the plaintiffs on the date our name was entered in 
the Vatan Kegister as the next heir. Such a suit is governed by 
j^ticle 120 of the Limitation k(A\ ChMganram AiidhamY 
migavn'-^'i y Bmasmmi Nail' v. Tliavarnmm. 
o’ 

, im. 
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r. II. Mone for the respondents (plaintiffs) The question as 
to the inheritance of illegimate sons is clearly covered by the 
rulings in Shome SImnMr Bajmdra Tarere v. JRajemr Swmni 
JangamP-'^ and If v. Kowar Blmnwmi Moy^^K The 

cases cited and the passages relied on from West and Biihler do 
not support the defendant's contention. 

As to the point of limitation, our claim is not time-barred. So 
long as Reubai was alive she was entitled to inherit the vatan as 
the widow of the last male-holder. Our cause of action accrued 
on her death. She died in the year 1902 and the present suit 
was filed in the year 1906, that is, within six years after her 
death ; therefore, under Article 120 of the Limitation Act the suit 
is not heyond time. 

Demi in reply. 

Scott, 0, J. : — In this case two points have been argued. First, 
that the suit is barred by limitation, and, secondly, that the 
defendant was entitled as an heir of Vithoji in preference to the 
plaintifis. This latter point does not appear to have been argued 
in the District Court possibly because it was thought to be a 
hopeless point. The authorities are all against the defendant's 
contention^ dating from, the case of Nissar MuHojah v. Kowar 
Dhnnwmt up to that oi Shome S/iankar Bajendra Farere 

Y. Bajesaf Swami Jangaw^^\ and Bamalinga Muppa^ v. Pavadai 
Qeundan^^^ The contention is also opposed to the opinion 
expressed by the learned authors of West and Biihler’s Hindu 
Law at page 83 (Brd edn.). There is no caste custom proved in 
this case to support the defendant's contention (see also Mitak- 
shara, chap. I, section 11, placitum 31). 

With regard to the point of limitation we agree with the view 
taken by the learned District Judge. The plaintiffs' right to 
sue for a declaration would not acciue until the death of Reubai, 
whose existence at any time between the death of Ganpati and 
her own death would have defeated the suit for a declaration by 

ft) (1898) 21 Ail. 99. (2) (1863) 1 Marsh. 609. 

(3) (1901) 26 Mad. 619. 


1909. 


Batjx 

VAMU 

Mahauu 

V* 

Sakwi 

KAIiOJI. 
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the plaintiffs^ on the gronnd that she had vested right as the 
nearest heir of the last vatandar. 

We, therefore, dismiss the appeal with costSt 

Appeal Msmisml* 

G, B, B. 


CEIMIKAL EEFEBENCE. 


Before Mr» JusHee Qhmi^amrhwi and Justice Batchelor, 

EMPIEOR tJ. AHJOT AMBO KATHODL* 

Orminal JBrocedure Code (Act V of 1898 )i sections 109 i 123^ B97 — Belial Code 
(Act XLV of ISBOJi section 329-^Concurrent sentences’-^Consecutive sentences* 

trho acctisod was proceeded against under section 109 of the Criminal Pro- 
cedure Oodoj and sentenced on the 6th Julj 1909, under section 123 of the Code, 
to rigorous inipiifeonmont for nine months, in default of secmifcy for good 
behaviour# He wa«s then tiied for an offence of theft committed by him in 
November 1908/and was, on the 17th August 1909, sentenced to suffer ligoious 
imprisonment for thice months . the second sentence was diiected to take effect 
on the expiry of the fiist sentence. 

JEr«W, that the two sentences ought not to run consecutively , but must run 
eoncurrently# 


Reference made by J. L. RieUj District Magistrate ot Thdna. 

Arjun Ambo Kathodi was proceeded against under section 109 
of the Criminal Procedure Code before the Honorary Magistrate 
First Class, Thdna, wbo^ in default of his giving the security 
demanded, sentenced him under section 123 of the Code to 
undergo rigorous imprisonment for nine months. This order was 
passed on the 6th July 1909. 


Arjun was subsequently prosecuted in the Court of the First 
I Magistrate, Sdlsette, for an offence of theft committed by 
i in November 1908, and convicted and sentenced to suffer 
( imprisonment for three months on the 17th August 1909 

• Orimlmi) Reference No. 100 of 1909, 
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with a direction that the sentence should take effect on the 
expiry of the term of imprisonment ordered in the former case. 

The District Magistrate of Thana, being of opinion that the 
direction was not permissible in law, referred the case to the 
High Court, observing : — 

*^Tii View of the decision of theirLoidsliipsdelivoi’ed in v. Midht-* 

homamn (T. L. R. 27 Madias 525), both the sentences ought to lun 
concurrently.” 


The reference was considered by their Lordships* 

Tbr CunilM : - We must accept the District Magi&trate^s view 
in this Reference which is in accordance with the ruling of this 
Court in Q^ieen^Smpms v. Ttihhja with Enipefor v. 

M^ih%hJ€omaTan^^'^ and JogM Kannigan v. 


We must, therefore, make the sentences concurrent in the 
present case. 


r" r. 


(1) (1893) Unrep, Cr. C. 070. (i) (1908) 27 Mad. 525. 

(3) (1908) 31 Mad. 615. 


APPELLATE CRIMINAL. 


Before Sir Badl ScoU, Kt , CUef JusUcet and Mr, Justice Baielietor, 

Ijsr ME DHOMDO KASHIMATH PHABKl.^ 

Newspaper (Ineitemnis to OffencesJ Act CVII of 1908J, section S — 
Order — Forfeiture of press. 

Section 3 of the Newspaper (Incitements to 0:Sences) Aet> 1908, provides for 
the making of a conditional order declaring the printing press used for the 
purpose of pimting or publishing the offending newspaper to be forfeited. 
The section refers to the whole of the press : and no ordei could he made under 
it limited only to such portions of the press as were employed in piinting the 
offending newspaper. 

Appear from an order passed by L L. Rieu, District Magis-* 
trate of Th4na. 


1909. 

Bsotboe 

tv 

AlMUK. 


1909. 

December 22. 


* Criminal Appeal No. i05 of 1900. 
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Dhondo was the owner of a printing press called the Arunodaya 
Is MS Press at Thdna, 

KASBcnrAiH, A weekly newspaper called the “ Hindn Panch was printed at 
the aforesaid press. Some of the issues of the newspaper con- 
tained articles which fell within the purview of the Newspaper 
(Incitements to Oftenees) Act, 1908, 

Under sections of the Newspaper (Incitements to Offences) Act, 
1908, the District Magistrate of Thdna, on the 6th October 1909, 
passed a conditional order for the forfeiture of the whole of 
the Arunodaya Press ] and he made the order absolute on the 
18th idem. 

In making the order absolute the Magistrate remarked as 
follows 


“ The respondent Dhondo Kashinath Phadke has presented an application in 
which he states that only one machine and two frames of type are used or can 
be used for piinting the ‘ Hindn Panch ’ and prays that the order may be made 
in respect of those particular portions of his printing press only. I do not see 
how it is praotioable to discriminate between paitionlar portions of a press. 
It may he that the other portions of the press could not be used for printing the 
paper without introducing certain modifications in its size and appearance, but 
this would not be a bar to its pi eduction by the press which is the object of 
this pareventive measure. I cannot theiefore entertain the application The 
order of forfeiture will extend to the whole of the printing plant and materials 
of the ‘ Arunodaya Press * by which the ' Hindu Panch ’ has been deelaied by its 
publMer under the Press and Registration of Books Act, 1867, to be printed 
and to #11 copies of that newspaper, whererei found.” 


The applicant applied to the High Court contending, inter aUa, 
that the Magistrate erred in making the order applicable to the 
whole printing plant and materials of the Arunodaya Press, but 
ought to have ordered the forteiture of the printing press used for 
file purpose of printing or publishing the said papers only. 

JD, A. TulmptirMr, for the applicant. 

Jf. B. Chauhal, Government Pleader, for the Crown, 


CuSwar This is an application by the petitioner Dhond 
Phadke by way of appeal against the order of th 
^ Magistrate of Thdna forfeiting the Arunodaya Press, 

advanced before us is that the Magistrate shonh 
forfeiture of such portions ofth. 
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Arunodaya Press as were used for the printing of the Hindu 
Panch and should not have passed an order of forfeiture of the 
whole press. 

It is to be observed^ however, that section 3 of the Newspaper 
(Incitements to Offences) Act, VII of 1908, provides for the making 
of a conditional order declaring the printing press ased for the 
purpose of printing or publishing such a newspaper to be forfeited^ 
and clause {e) of section 2 defines printing pirns to include all 
engines, machinery, types, lithographic stones, implements, 
utensils and other fjlant or materials used for the^ purpose of 
printing. 

As the paper was printed at the Arunodaya Press, the Magis- 
trate was right in forfeiting the whole press as defined by 
the Act. 

We, therefore, dismiss the appeal. 

Appeal dismissed, 

B. B. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Str Basil Scotty Kt^ Chief Justice y and Mr, Justice Batchelor^ 

TRIMBAIC EAMOEAXBBA PANDIT and othebs (origin in Defend- 
ants), Appellants, v, SHEKEI GULAM ZILANI WAIKEB (original 
Plaintiit), Bespondent.'^ 

Sarmjcm — Inam^ Miras (‘permanent [temnoij) — Denial of Smanjamdar^s 
title--* Attornment to successive SaranJamdars-^JEstoppel — Claim to hold 
as Mirasi tenant — Limited interest — Adverse possession* 

In an ejectment suit Irouglit by an Inamdar against persons claiming to 
hold as Mirasi orpsrmanent tenants, it was conceded that the Inam lights in 
the land in suit appertained to a Saranjam held on political tenure and that 
the present incumbent of the Saianjam was the plaintiff. The defendants 
resisted the plaintiff's claim to eject them on the ground that the Inam rights 
were merely the- right to receive tbe royal share of the reyenue and that the 
proprietary rights in the soil were, prior to the date of the grant, vested in the 
grantee of the Inam, had descended to his heiis independently of the Inam and 
furnished the leasehold or Mirasi right. 


829 

im 

BSt ME 

Bhondo 
Kashinath. ** 


1900. 

Bicemler 8. 


^ Second Anneal No. 5S'7 of 1007* 



m 


THE INDIAN LAW RBPOETS. [YOL. XXXIY. 


* JfffiH that the defendants* contention invoked the denial of the title to the 

' rmisionary rights in the lands in the defendants* ocenpation of the snccessive 

EAMOEAsniti Saranjamdars approved hy Government. The defendants had, however, been 
Bumn continnously paying rent for their holding to the vsoccessive Saranjamdars 

GmuM including the plaintiff. They were thus estopped by attornment from dis- 

pating the plaintiff’s title. 

Ymni,m Baji v. Bahaji BanuO) and Doe dem. Marlow v. 
referred to. 

The rights of successive holders of hereditary and impartible estates not 
governed by the ordinary rules of inheritance hut subject to the condition that 
Gorarnment shall approve of the heir may be barred by adverse possession. 

T&hait Bam Ohunder Singh v. Srimaii Madlio Kmimi (^}, refened to. 

Where In an ejectment suit hy an Inamdar it was shown that the defendants, 
for more than twelve years before the suit, openly asserted their claim to hold 
as permanent Mirasi tenants, 

EM^ that the defendants had acquired a title to the limited interest claimed 
by them and could not be ejected. 


Second appeal from the decision of D. G, Gharpure, First 
Class Subordinate Judge of Satara with appellate powers, 
confirming the decree of G, N. Sathe, Subordinate Judge of 
Wai, 

Suit in ejectment brought by an Inamdar against persons 
claiming to hold as Mirasi or permanent tenants. 

The facts of the case were as follows 


The plaintiffs family held several Saranjams, Inamsand other 
properties situate in the Poona, Satara, Khandesh and Belgaum 
districts. The land in dispute, known as the Wai Saranjam, is 
situate at Wai in the Satara District. In the year 1716 the 
plaintiff's ancestor Shekh Mira I, who was in the service of 
Satara Government, made a representation to Shahu Chhatra- 
pati who granted to him a Sanad (Exhibit 94) as follows 


j i tmm. Prosperity. lu the coronation year 43 (A. D. 1716) the name of the 
1 year being Manmath,tbo lunar date the 5th of Bhravan Babul (dark 
'"'"mday. The illustrious King Shahu Ohhatrapati (i e., the lord of the 
the ornament of the warrior race, issued an order to 
i|i Janaardan, Deshadhikaris and Lekhjdcs (writers), present and 





A 0. d., 175. m (im) 4 Q. B. 367. 

FI! 11 ^ ^ r W L. B, 12 1. A 137. 
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fufcm'e of Prant Vai as follows Ajam Bliekli Mira walad Bam Khani an in- 
habitant of Kasba Vai, made a representation before the Swami (Le., the Xing) 
at Fort Satara (stating) I have rendered a great deal of servicse with a single- 
ness of purpose in the kingdom of the Swami. As to that, there is my old 
Katlm^ TMkan— being land cultivated by irrigation, measuring Bighas •*. 
situated at Xasba Vai> which the Swami should he pleased to ^grant me in 
Inam,” He made a representation to this e^ect. The Swami thereupon 
taking (the representation) into consideration and (considering) that he is 
a devoted seivant of the Swami, is graciously pleased to^ grant in Inam the old 
JS^athan^ Thikan, being land cultivated by irrigation, measuring 6| Bhighas, 
six and a half Bighas— together with all taxes and cesses (but) exclusive of the 
Hakdars (dues) to him and to his sons, grandsons, etc., from generation to 
generation. You are therefore to fix the said land (so as), to measure six and 
a haK Bighas— twenty Bands going to make one Bigha — ^and mark off the 
four boundaries thereof and continue the (same as) Inam. You are not to 
insist upon the production of refresh letter (of grant) and deliver the origin^ 
letter to the person aforesaid for his enjoyment. Xote this. ^ 


im 


Bamohakbba, 

If?. 

Shskh 

OnnAM 

ZlUAHL 


Subsequently in the year 1848 Shekh Khan Mahomed, a 
descendant of Shekh Mira I, granted in Miras (perpetual tenancy) 
the land in dispute to Baburav Raghunath Pandit> an ancestor 
of the defendants. The Miraspatra (Exhibit 84) was as 
follows 


To Bhai Baburao Eaghunath Pandit, may your affection endure from your 
sincere friend Amir Hussain alias Shekh Xhan Mahomed Baba Saheb of Wai 
Inami Jahagirdar. Gieetingb— In this Xasba there is my Inami land. The 
same called Eathan measuring Bighas 4 and (the right to take) water for 
a Prabai* three hours) have been with your father on a lease of cultivation 
for the total fixed rent of Es. 40 since the Shak year 1745 (1823-24 A. D,)* 
As to that, you intimate to me that a fresh lease should be granted by me in 
regard to the same. The same (request) being considered,, and it being further 
considered that you and your father had been very useful to me, this fresh Miras 
lease is granted. Therefore you should pay Es. 40 every year as rent in respect 
of the above land, as you have been paying hitherto and enjoy the same, In future 
when on a survey being made of the land the assessment may be increased 
or decreased, you should pay accordingly and enjoy the said land yourself, your 
sons and grandsons, etc., from generation to generation. You will not be molest- 
ed for more, forwarded on the 19bh moon of the year one thousand two 
hundred and forty-nine. The lunar date the 5th of Jeshta Vaidya Shake 1770 
(21st dune 1848), the name of the cyclical year being Kilak. 


♦ A grantor tenure in perpetuity for a fixed sum. 
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Under the terms of the said Miraspatra the defendants’ family 
continued to hold the land on payment of the fixed rent to the 
grantor Shekh Khan Mahomed till his death in 1872. After 
that year the defendants continued in possession on payment 
of the rent to the holders of the Saranjam for the time being or 
to Government when the Saranjam was resumed by Govern- 
ment owing to the death of the incumbent. In the year 1894 
Government recognized the plaintifi as the holder of the Wai 
Saranjam, and he in the year 1904 brought the present suit to 
recover possession of the land in dispute from the defendants, 
alleging that they had been enjoying the land as Mirasdars 
under the former holders of the Saranjam and that the Miras 
grant was not binding on him. 

The defendants contended inter alia that they were the Miras- 
dars of the land in dispute and the plaintiff had only the right 
of getting rent every year from them ; that only the rent of the 
land was paid to the plaintiff, his ancestors and Government 
when the property was under attachment; that whenever the 
property was attached by Government, only the right to get 
the rent was attached, that the defendants’ Miras° right was 
thus recognized by Government and that the suit was time- 
barred. 


iue ouooramaie duage round that the Saranjam was handed 
over by Government to the plaintiff free of any incumbrances 
or other jural relations created by the previous holders, that the 
defendants were neither annual nor perpetual tenants of the 
land, they being occupants of the land were quasi tenants from 
year to year at the will and pleasure of the Saranjamdars, that 
the Saranjam included the ownership of the soil and was not 
teatricted to the revenue of the land and that the plaintiff was 
«txtled to recover possession. He, therefore, allowed the claim 
for the following reasons 

Kow ae piesent holder of the saranjaei is 5th m descent from Shekh Mira I to 
fhm UtB giant of the saranjam was made in 1708 (1716 P) i D and tho 

^ tie be rendered at the time of the gr-antlr « 
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political coESideiatioBS entirely wltMn the disoretioB of the paraBionnt power. 
Tlie words of tlie grant from time to time predicate rather the break of the old 
estate with the death of the holder than its continuity throngh Mm to the new 
holder. The words showing continuity from generation to generation have to 
be given in this case restricted sense and not their usual significance ; and this 
is evident from the nature of the estate passed. It is argued for the defence 
that the woids in the sanaci? relating to the lands eilled Xatban, suggest that 
they were already in the occupation of the plaintiff’s family and the grant 
created only the light imdei which they were theieafter to be held.. It was 
argued that accordingly the powers of resumption to be exercised by Government 
at the death of the holder o£ the saranjam cannot go beyond what was origin- 
ally granted. It cannot disturb the occupancy light. The import of the 
document was under the consideration of their Lordships of the Privy Council, 
and whatever their effect so far as the plaintiff’s interest is concerned as 
against Government, they cannot be available to defendants who come under the 
grant of Khan Mahonied II and he could not pass moie than what he had. He 
could give the life estate he had, and the woids of the title-deed of the defendants 
itself indicate that a regrant was considered necessary and desirable. It has 
been decided by the Privy Council that no distinction can be drawn between 
the Inam and the other property in (jnest ion, and the whole of the property 
including the Inam has to be continued as a personal and military Jahagir. 
Government’s action fiom time to time was based on political considerations and 
the tenure created was political. The scope of defendants’ title must, therefore, 
be judged from the scope of title of the plaintiff himself. Plaintiff’ has acquired 
the title as a holder under are-giant of the saranjam, and this circumstance cuts 
asunder all lelationships of title through which defendants’ claim through the 
previous holders of said saranjam, and there is no continuity of interest through 
previous holdeis. Plaintiff acquired the estate free of any jural relationships 
created between previous holders and defendants. * * # # # 


im 

Tuimbak 

Bakchanuba 

u. 

Bmzm 

Guljlm: 
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It will be seen from the peculiar nature of the estate successive holders of the 
saranjam have acquired that the defendants in oecupatioa of the lands under 
them have no subsisting relations either as ordinary yearly tenants or as 
permanent tenants in the ordinary significance of the two terms. The occupa-* 
tion is of the nature of qmsi tenants from year to year, if I may so style it, 
terminable with the estate of the successive holders, and contiauable at their 
pleaiSure. The acta and omissions of previous holders cannot bind the plaintiff, 
and time cannot run against him as dating from the period of the last 
holder's enjoyment of the saranjam. 

On appeal by the defendants the appellate Court confirmed 
the decree. The following are extracts from the Appellate Oourt^s 
Judgment 

' I Tie grant of the saranjam to plaintifE is admitted. It is also conceded that 
tie Jnam rights in the suit lands belong to the saranjam, and are passed to 
Phdntiffi by the grant. The question is about the Miras rights. Plaintiff ®iys 
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tliat these rights were created by foriaer holders of the sarcifUjctw and that they 
ternainated by the grant to him of the saranji^M by Government* I feel not 
the slightest doubt that if plaintiffs former allegation is true, the latter mmt 
follow. The question now reduces itself to this ^ whether Miras rights were 
created in defendants by a former holder of the mrmfam or existed in defend- 
ants prior to the veiy creation of the saranjam. It is pi^oved in this case that 
the eaTawfoM was created prior to 1785 (vid6 Sauad ^ * tianslated at 
p* 446 of 1. L* B. 17 Bom. 445) and the plaint lands, at any rate, since that year, 
came to be considered as appertaining to the saranjam> It is not, therefore, 
necessary to go behind 1785. Now the creation of defendants' Mirm was m 
1848 {mde Exhibit 84). They are not able to go behind this year. If so, thou 
rights inust cease with the death of the grantor unless revived by the next holder 
of the saranjam. It is admitted that not only has the original grantor died but 
also his successors. Plaintiff who is now the holder of the saraT^am does not 
wish to continue defendants’ rights and they must vacate. This settles the 
whole question. 

Plaintiff’s title was created in 1895 (1894?) from which the present suit is 
within 12 years. It is not, therefore, time-barred. On this point I was referred 
to Eadhahai v. Amntrao^ L L. R. 9 Bom. 198, which is, however, a mfan case. 
A 'fsaiandar succeeds to the vatan by right of inheritance. A Saranjam is entirely 
within the gift of the ruliiig power (I. L. R. 17 Bom, 431) and a successor 
takes the saranjam by virue of^this gift and not by right of inheritance, or any 
other right. 

The defendants preferred a second appeal, 



Japakar, with (?. J?. Rek and S, 5. BakUe^ appeared for the 
appellants (defendants) Our first contention is that under the 
sanad, exhibit 94, what was granted as Saranjam to Shekh Mira I 
was the revenue of the land and not the land itself, The land 
k mentioned in the sanad as Kathm^ which word is the corrup- 
tion of the word Katuhan^ and the meaning of Kati4ba% is ^ a 
grant or tenure in perpetuity for a fixed sum ^ : see Molesworfch^s 
Dictionary. That being so, the land was thus already in the 
possession of the grantee as Katban^ that is Miras, and what was 
granted by the sanad as Saranjam was the exemption from the pay- 
ment of land revenue. The then Government exempted the grantee 
^ from the payment of the revenue due to royalty. The language 
^ Under the sana^i the 

(old) Kaiban was granted in Inam. That means 
I |Qp^ted was the right 6f Government^ namely, the 
tpmrm* Government could npt profess h? 

i? ^ perpeti#! 
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namely, the land. It was wrong to hold that the grant of the 
Saranjam affected the soil* Our contention is fortified by 
the grant of the Miraspatra, exhibit 81. That grant expressly 
refers to the revenue of the land. The land KMatt was granted 
in Miras to the plaintifi^s ancestor and we were to pay to him^ 
onr landlord, the revenue which was Saranjam. 

Further, whenever Government resumed the Saranjam on the 
death of the holder and levied attachment thereon, what was 
attached was the revenue and not the land. They allowed the 
land to remain in our possession and we paid them the revenue. 
If the land was Saranjam Government would have attached the 
land. 

[Batchelor, J. What Government resumed ' was the estate, 
that would mean the land also.] 

We submit that was not so. If the land was Saranjam there 
was nothing to prevent Government from taking possession of 
the land by ejecting us, which they never did. Further, by 
resumption Government does not make itself the absolute owner 
of the Saranjam. The Saranjam is not extinguished. Govern- 
ment holds as trustee for the next incumbent to be chosen by 
Government. Such incumbent is generally a capable and an 
eligible member from the family of the deceased incumbent. 
A stranger is not generally allowed to come in. Whenever 
Government re-grants the Saranjam, such re-grant is always 
accompanied by the cash appertaining to the Saranjam 
accumulated in the hands of Government. 

Further, it has been held that Saranjam is generally the grant of 
Eoyal revenue and very rarely soil : Kruhmrav V. 

Bangrm^^'^ Fman Jamfdan JosUy. The CoUesior of % 

Mavji Nafaya% Mmdlih v. Badaji Bapuji \ Mamehandra'Y* 

Venhaifao^^^* There is no distinction between Saranjam and 
Jahagir. They are one and the same. 

m (1867) 4 Bom. H. 0. B. (A. 0. X) 1 (3) (1876).! Bom. m 

at p. 7. <^) (1^82) 6 Bom, 598 at p. 600. 

f C^) (1869) 6 Bom. H. C. B*, A» 0. J. 

r ! 191, 
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Our next contention is that the suit i^, time-barred. The lower 
Court has computed the period of limitation from^tbe time of 
the plaintiff’s selection as Saranjamdar in the year 1894. But 
that is not a correct view. According to the nature of the 
Saranjam holding, each incumbent is only a life-member. Assum- 
ing that the grant of the Saranjam included land, then the 
land came into our possession in the year 1848 under the terms 
of the Miraspatra granted by Shekh Khan Mahomed, He died 
in* the year 1872, therefore the grant of the Miras by him also 
came to an end in that year. Notwithstanding that the grant 
thus came to an end we have continued in possession up to this 
day. Since 1872 we have been in possession. Therefore adverse 
possession began to run in our favour from the year 1872 and 
the present suit was brought in the year 1904. It is therefore 
clearly time-barred : Battagin v. Battatraga^^^ ; Nilmotig Singh v. 
lagahandhn ; Behavi Lai v. Muhammad MuttaJd ; Guam- 
samhaiida Pandara Sannadhi v. Felu Pandarawh ^ ; President, ^c., 
of the College of Si. Mary Magdalen, Oxford v. The Attorney- 
QenemU^^ Bobheit v. South Pastern fBailway Com^any^^, 


Coyafi, with (?. S, Bao, for the respondent (plaintiff) This is 
a suit in ejectment and our title has been held proved. It was 
argued that the Saranjam was the grant of revenue and not of 
land. The documents relied on for this contention are of doubt- 
ful import. What was granted -by the sanad, exhibit 94, was 
thihan Kathan, that is land Katlan, What is to be considered is 
what is the inference of fact to be drawn from the documents, and 
both the lower Courts have concurred in drawing that inference. 
Such an inference cannot be interfered with in second appeal. 

The Saranjam and Inam have been held under one political 
^o-m'.Bhelh Sultan Sani^. Shehh AjmdhA^. This ruling of 
the^Pmy Council, though mires Judicata, is relevant under 
^ons 13 and 43 of the Evidence Act. It shows that Saranjams 
faaans stand on the same footing and there is no distinction 
them. In the year 1785 the character of the Saranjam 



^ Bom. S69. 
t.6sa. 


W (IMS) I*. E. 27 1, A. 69. 
, (*> 0857)6H.I,,O.l^. 

. t ® (1882)0 Q.B.]>, 424, 

(1892) 17 Bom. 481 
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holding was changed and it was brought to the level of Inam 
holding as shown in the above ruling, 

Saranjam and Jahagir are different estates. They differ in 
their nature : Qulabadas Jisffjivmdas v, Tlie CollectoT of Surat ; 
Dosibai v, Mivardm Jagjhandm^^K 

The point of adverse possession was not taken in the first 
Court, There was an issue on the point of limitation in appeal 
and the finding thereon was in the negative. When a party 
is in possession, his possession must be referred to a legal and 
not to an illegal origin. The defendants set up tenancy, 
therefore their possession cannot be adverse to us : Badola v, 
I Budenah v, ; Thaiore Batmugji v, 

Bcmanjh A. 

The cases relied on in support of the point of adverse posses- 
sion relate to Vatan and not to Sarangam. Vatan estate is here- 
ditary, while Saranjam is only a life ’estate: Bamdanita 
V, Fenhattao^^. On the death of the Saranjamdar the property 
goes to Government, The period of adverse possession against 
Government is sixty years. It is nob shown when the defendants^ 
possession became adverse to us. 

Imjahar in reply The decision of the Privy Council in 
Shelch Sultan Bani v. Shehli Ajmodin^^ does not touch the 
point as to the construction of the sanad in suit. 

The land is mentioned in the sanad because its revenue was 
to be paid to the landlord. 

Our possession became adverse from the year 1872 when 
Shekh Khan Mahomed who gave the Miraspatra to us died. 
Further there is evidence in the ease, exhibit 73 and exhibit 79, 
which shows that in the years 1885 and 1889 we claimed to hold 
as Mirasdars, while the present suit was filed in the year 1904, 

The cases relied on for the purpose of showing that Saranjam 
and Jahagir are distinct, turned upon the words g£ the particular 
grants therein, 

a} (187$) S Bom. 186. ( 4 ) (1896) 2I Bom, SOB. 

' (^) (1891) 15 Bom. 232. ( 5 ) (190B) 27 Bom. 515. 

m (1879) 7 Bom, 34, (6) (1882) 6 Bom, 598 ali p 606. 

in (1892) 17 Bom. 431, 
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Scott, 0. J. This is a suit in ejectment brought by an 

Inamdar against persons claiming to hold as Mirasi or permanent 
tenants. 


It was conceded in the lower Court that the ‘ Inam ’ rights in 
the lands in suit appertain to a Saranjam held on political tenure 
and that the present-.incumbent of the Saranjam is the plaintiff. 
Ihe defendants, however, contend that the Inam rights are merely 
the right to receive the royal share of the revenue and that the 
proprietary rights in the soil were prior to the date of the Tnam 
grant vested in the grantee of the Inam, have descended to his 
eirs independently of the Inam, and have furnished the 
permanent leasehold or Mirasi interest by virtue of which the ■ 
defendants resist the plaintiffs claim to eject them. The lower 
appellate Court held it proved that the Saranjam was created 
prior to 1785 and that the lands in suit, at any rate since that 
year, came to be considered as appertaining to the Saranjam. As 
e ease under which the defendants claim dates only from 1848 
the finding of fact of the lower Court disposes of the point. 

If the question were, as urged by Counsel for the defendants, a 
mixed question of fact and law it must, nevertheless, be decided 
agamst the defendants. The contention involves the denial of 
the title to the reversionary rights in the lands in the defendants’ 
occupation of the successive Saranjamdars approved by Govern- 
ment. The defendants have, however, been continuously paying 
rent for their holding to the successive Saranjamdars including 
the plaintiff. They are thus estopped by attornment from 
disputmg the plaintiff’s title. See Faeudev Baji v. Balaji Ranu<^) 
I)<^edem. Marlow v.WiggiMm, In so far as the defendants’ 
case depends upon the construction of the Sanad of 1785, the 
decision of the lower Court rests upon the authority of the 
judgment of the Privy Council in favour of Sheikh Ajmodin, the 
aranjamdar, who succeeded their lessor, against Sheikh Sultan 
their lessor s devisee, with reference to the lands in suit. , 

tt YT- in that litigation : 

that the l^ds in suit were held not to be the private 

Wbfe and devisable property of the defendants’ lessor but to ; 

^ Q- b. 367. ; ■ : i-li 
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be held on political tenure as part of the Saranjam. See 8hM 
Sultan Smii v. Shehli Ajm^dm^^K 

The defendants^ second line of defence was that the plaintiffs 
right is barred by the adverse possession of the defendants for 
upwards of twelve years under a claim to hold as permanent ten* 
ants. It is urgedthat time will run against the successive Saran^ 
jamdars for the same reasons as it was held to run against succes- 
sive Watandars in This defence involves 

an examination of the nature of the particular estate with which 
we are concerned. The nature of the estate appears clearly from 
the ludgment of the Privy Council in SJiehli Sultan Sani v. Shik 
AjmoMn^^^. It is there stated that in consequence of the advice 
of Mr. Elphinstone the Court of Directors, in a despatch of the 
26th October 1842, directed that the Jaghir of Shekh Mira (being 
the estate in question) ^(already restored to the son of the last 
holder but for life only must be considered hereditary’^. ^^It 
remained for Government/^ say their Lordships, when necessity 
should arise to determine to whom it should regrant or in whom 
it should recognise a right of succession to the Jaghirs then pos- 
sessed by KhanMahamed"^ Khan Mahamed died on the 3lst 
of December 1872, It then became necessary to determine to 
whom his Saranjam should be granted. Amongst the candidates 
was Shekh Ajmodin, the respondent, a descendant of Shekh 
Abdul Khan, the half brother of Khan Mahomed. This led to a 
Resdlution by the Government dated the 2Srd of October 1873 
that the Agent for Sardars should be requested to investigate 
judicially and after due notice to all parties concerned whether 
Shekh Ajmodin is under Mahomedan law the legitimate successor 
to the headship of the family either by adoption or descent. ** 
On the 28th November 1873, the Agent reported that Shekh 
Aj modin was not the legitimate successor to the headship of the 
family under Mahomedan law as Khan Mahomed had left a 
daughter and she had sons who were nearer the head of the family 
than Shekh Ajmodin, but he recommended that any property the 
, succession to which Government had power to regulate should o‘o 

lift ■ "" 

1;'"; ' 

; ;;; ; (1)^892) 17 Bom. f31. • W (ISSS) 9 Bom. m 
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to Ajmodin. On the 27th March 1874 the Government confirmed 
the Agent’s report in the following terms : — 

“ Eesolution. — The proceedings of the Agent for &rdars are ap- 
proved and for the reasons given by Baron Larpent Shekh 
Ajmodin should be recognised as the head of the family to whom 
the Saranjam should be continued. To avoid disputes, the 
aHowances for maintenance of the widows of the deceased Shekh 
Shan Mahomed and Shekh Abdul Eadar and of any others who 
have a claim for maintenance on the estate should be settled by 
order of Government after receiving the recommendation of the 
Agent. The allowances now paid to Shekh Eakmodeen and 
Eahimanbee under Government letter of 28th March 1861 should 
be continued.” 

This arrangement having been.approved by the Secretary of 
State, the whole of the Jaghir and Inam incomes were made over to 
Shekh Ajmodin, and the agent and the administrators of the 
estate which had been taken into the hands of Government called 
on all persons to acknowledge him as owner. 

Their Lordships conclude their judgment as follows : 

" Their Lordships, however, are of opinion that no distinction can 
be drawn between the Inam and the other property in question. 
As has been pointed out, the Sanad of 1785 included the inam' 
^dllages and lands with the Mokasa as parts of one Saranjam for 
the support of troops. The effect of the treaty of the 3rd July 
1820, was to continue to Shekh Mira the whole of the property 
including the inam, as a personal and military jaghir. This was 
done by the Government on political considerations, and the tenure 
therebycreated was political. This was the view taken by the 
Q»«eat fa 1876, when it adopted the report o( the Alieaation 
^ttlemenl OSoer that ‘the whole estate fataot, Saranjam and 
main, as restored after the war under the treaty of Srd July 1820 

‘otl^eadoptedson’ (Aimodinl 

hftelll.6 of thafaniily** ^ 


■ lordships, therefore, concur in the opinion expressed by 

Saranjam and 

' W panted by the treaty of July, 1820, to be held on the 
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same political tenure, and passed intact to the person whom the 
Government might recognise as the head o£ the family 

The estate then is a guaranteed hereditary estate. The right 
to succession is in the family, but it is subject to regulation by 
Government. When there is a delay in the choice of a successor 
to the last incumbent. Government collects the revenues for the 
next holder. The holder has no power of testamentary alienation 
and presumably has no greater powers with regard to the estate 
than the holders of other Saranjam estates w'hich are, as a general 
rule, inalienable and impartible. See Radhabai v. Anantrav^^'*. 

It was conceded that a Saranjamdar would not, except possibly 
for necessity, have power to create a Mira si lease to enure beyond 
his life-time, and the defendants could not, after Khan Mahomed'’s 
death, successfully base their possession upon the lease of 1848. 
The defendants’ contention was disposed of by the lower Court 
on the ground that a successor tabes the Saranjam by virtue of 
the gift of the ruling power and not by right of inheritance or 
any other right, and that as the plaintiff succeeded in 1895 and 
the suit was tiled in 1904, the claim is not time-ban ed. It is clear 
from what has been said above that the lower Court did not 
rightly apprehend the nature of this particular estate. In its 
incidents it resembles Ghatwali estates of the kind investigated 
by the Privy Council in Rajah Nilmoni Singh v. Bakranath 
Singh estates which are not transferable nor divisible, which 
are hereditary though not governed by the ordinary rules of 
inheritance, and which are subject to the condition of the Govern- 
ment’s approval of the heir. Against the successive holders of 
such estates rights may be acquired by adverse possession. See 
Tekaii Ran Chtmder Singh v. Srimati Madho Kumari In that 
case it was held that time would begin to run not from the com- 
n^pncement of the tenancy of persons claiming'to hold as perma- 
nent tenants but from the date when the claims of the parties 
became openly and undoubtedly adverse. In the present case it 
Is shown that at least from 1889 the defendants openly asserted 

^ ^ their claim to hold as permanent Mirasi tenants. As this was 

’ i i i i i ; .r {1386) 9 Bom, 2M. Note (8). m (1882) L, B. 9 1, k. 104, 
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morethan 12 years before suit tbe defendants have acquired a 
title to the limited interest claimed by them and cannot be ejected. 

We, therefore, allow the appeal. We set aside the decree of 
the lower appellate Court and dismiss the suit with costs 
throughout. 

# Decree set aside and suit dismissed. 

a. B. R. 


APPELLATE CRIMINAL. 


Btfore Mr. J^isiiee Batchelor and Mr. Justiee KnigM. 

EMPEEOE V. BALVANTEAO ANANTEAO.* ' 

Bombay Ahk&ri Act (Bombay Act V of 1878), sections J,3 (b), Jfl\~Oocahie 
•“Illegdl 2^ossesslon — Beniocal — Hransi^oTtation of cocaine. 

Acoused STo. 1 who wa.s illegally in possession of cocaine brought it from his 
room and gave it to acoused No. 2 who stood opposite his house. The latter 
carried it to some dislanoe and delivered to a Purdeshi. The t wo accused were, 
under these circumstances, cbxrged with transporting cocaine, an offence 
punishable under section 43 (i), of the Bombay Abkdri Act, 1878. The 
Magistiute however, acquitted them 'of the offences and convicted them of 
aiegd possession of cocaine, imder section 47 of the Act. Against this order of 
acquittal, the Public Prossoxitor appealed to the High Court : 

; mi, that the Magistrate was right in decEniug to convict the accused under 
■ ^ A'bkdri Act, 1878, inasmuch as the accused’s 


* Oiiminal Appeal No, 413 of 1909. 


' . as ^ (Bombay Act V of 1878) runs 

this Act, or of any license, permit or pass obtained under this Act,— 

B ; : : anSr^r"'' « Wemp or any intoxicating drag from'one place to 

Mi! 

‘ • I possession within. ally local area op pla<^' to 

feyii: : 

a With fine which may extend to two hundred 
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offence consisted not in moving tlie cocaine from ono place to an other, but in 
tbo uaantliorised possession of it at any place in contravention of the Act 

Section 43, danse (d), seems to contemplate rather the case of a person who 
is in lawful possession of cocaine at one place, but is by law forbidden to remove 
it either partly or' wholly to another place. 

Appeal by the Government] of Bombay from an order of 
acquittal recorded by A, H. S. Aston, Chief Presidency Magis- 
trate of Bombay. 

Balwantrao and another were tried for an oflfence punishable 
under section 43 (i) of the Bombay A'^bk^ri Act, 1878, the former 
on a charge that on the 30tli September 1909 at Fanas Wadi, 

Bombay, he transported 13 ounces of cocaine and the latter_that 
he aided and abetted the oflfence. 

The possession of cocaine by Balvantrao was unlawful from 
its inception. It was removed by him from his room at Fanas 
Wadi and handed to accused No. 2 who stood near the gate of 
the Wadi ; and then the latter proceeded with the cocaine from 
thence to Bhang Wadi where he handed the parcel to a Purdeshi. 

The Magistrate found that as the word place was not 
defined in the Bombay A'bkd^ri Act, 1878, there was no illegal 
transport or removal of the cocaine within the- meaning of 
section 43 (d) of the Act ; he, therefore, acquitted both the 
accused of the offence, and convicted them only of illegal posses- 
sion of cocaine under section 47 of the Act. His reasons were 
as follows 

“ The word ‘ place ’ is not defined in the A'bkari Act and the defence con tends 
that the removal of cocaine from accused’s house at Fanas Wadi to Bhang Wadi 
would not be a removal from one place to another witbin the meaning of 
section 43, that a removal from, one place to another must mean a removal from 
one village or town or district to another and that if the evidence is believed 
the only section under which accused can be convicted is that possession under 
.section 47» The defence also contend that in the absence of evidence' to show 
the transpoii; was illegal the only section under which accused can he convicted 
is section 47. I think this later contention must be upheld. I convict accused 
tmder section 47.” 

The Public Prosecutor appealed to the High Court from the 
order of acquittal. 
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liWi- M. S. Chaulal, Governmcnfc Pleader, for the Crown. 

1 * Ssf^B Qudgili with D, B. BatmriJian, for the accused. 

, ^¥4»j!BAo Pee CtJEUM We think that we ought not to interfere with 

this acquittal, and that the Magistrate was right in declining to 
convict the accused under section 4S (J) of the Bombay A'bkdri 
Act V of 1878. The fact was that the accused’s possession of 
this cocaine was altogether illegal, and, in these circumstances, it 
S©®oas to us that section 48 (5) does not apply. That section 
seetBS to contemplate rather the case of a person who is in lawful 
pt^ession of cocaine at one place, but is by law forbidden to 
remove it either partly or wholly to another place. Here the 
offence consisted not in moving the cocaine from one place to 
another, but in the unauthorised possession of it at any place 
in contravention of the Act. The appeal, therefore, must bo 
dismissed. 

Appeal dimissed. 

E. E. 


APPELLATE CRIMINAL. 

Before Mr. Jutiice Batchelor and Mr. Justice Knight. 

EMPBROE V. MTJLJI DAMODABDAS.* 

Citg ofBombag Mmieipal Act (Bom. Act III of 1889), section 390— 
Kaetcry— Municipal Commissioner, permission <f—TJnauthcrisedfactorg. 

The accused obtained theMunieipd Gommissionei spoiwission (section 390 (1) 
of the City^of Bombay Municipal Act. 1888), to ^tablish a handdoom factory 
Worked by an oil (engine but by moans of this oil engine he also established a 
flour mill without any permission. The accused was, therefore, diarged with 
the rtffenoe under section 390 (1) of the Act 

mid, that the accused was guilty of a technical offence under section 390 (1) 
the aty of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888 : for although the accused had leave 
e^aiblishjthe hand-loom fectory, he had no leave to establish the Aoar mill 
which was not the less another and a separate factoiy because it 
^p^ned to be worked by the same power which it was proposed to employ in 
wpenaijfed factory. 

‘ * Criminal Appeal 


No. 462 of 1907. 
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Appeal Ly the Government of Bombay from an order of 
acquittal passed by P. H. Dastur, Second Presidency Magistrate 
of Bombay. 

Mulji Damodardas obtained from the Municipal Commissioner 
of the City of Bombay a permission^ under section 390 (1) of the 
City of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888, for the establishment of a 
hand-loom factory to be worked by an oil engine. 

It appeared that Mulji (accused) instead of using the oil 
engine solely for the purpose of working a hand-loom factory 
used it also for the purpose of working a flour mill. 

The accused was under these circumstances'tried for an offence 
under section 390 (1) ; but the Magistrate acquitted him. 

The Public Prosecutor appealed to the High Court from the 
order of acquittal. 

Stmngmcm, Advocate General, with E. E. NtcholsoUi Public 
Prosecutor for the Crown. 

Tmemrity, with T. B. JDemi, for the accused. 

Pee CvriAM — The respondent here was chax’ged before the 
Presidency Magistrate, with having committed an offence under 
section 390 (1) of the Bombay Municipal Act HI of 1888. He 
was acquitted by the Magistrate, and the Government of Bombay 
appeals against that acquittal. 

Section 390 (1) lays down that — 


mo. 


Enasoa 
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Ho person shall newly establish^in any premises any factory, woiksliop or 
workplace in which it is intended that steam, w^ater 'oi other mechanical 
power shall he employed, without the previous] written pei mission of the 
Commissioner.” 

The accused obtained the Municipal Commissioner’s permis- 
sion to establish a hand-loom factory, worked by an oil en^ne. 
But by means of this oil-engine the accused has also established 
a flour mill. It seems to us quite clear that he is guilty of a 
technical offence under section 890. The mechanical power or 
force is to be distinguished from the factory. And here, although 
^ the respondent had leave to establish the hand-loom factory, he 
^ hMl no leave to establish the flour mill factory, which, in our 

I ' opinion, is not the less another and a separate factory becawe 
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it imp|>ens to be worked by the same power which it was 
proposed to employ in the permitted factory. We are, therefore, 
of opinion that the acquittal shonld be set aside, and that the 
respondent should he convicted of the offence charged. He has 
undertaken, through his Counsel, not to work the flour mill 
beyond to-day, without permission under section ^90, and in 
these circumstances we think that a nominal fine of one rupee 
wifl be sufficient. 

'i* 

■ allowed. 

E. E. 


APPELLATE CRIMINAL. 


Before Mr Justice Batchelor and Mr Justice Knighi. 

EMPIROB r. RAJA BAHADUR SHIYLAL MOTILAL.^ 

Oitg qf Bombay Municipal Act (Bombay Act III of 1888), section B77 '\ — 
Municipal Commissioner — Neglected premises — Notice to remove nuisance 
— Magistrate's discretion. 

fke accused was soived with a notice of requisition imder section 377 of the 
Oily Bombay Municipal Act, 1888, lequiiing him to lemove filth, rubbish, 
^ Irngn of mtclura and stable lefuse from a laigo piece of \acant land belonging 
1 He ^iled to comply with the leqxiisition, and a pioseontion was 
I figalnst him The Magistrate viewed the piemises ; and having so 

y||we4 them, but without hearing any evidence, acquitted the accused, as the 
pteikes did not appear to him to be in a filthy condition — 


^ Criminal Appeal ^"" 0 , 453 of 190D. 
f Section S77 runs thus 

(1) If it shall appear to the Ooinniissioner that any premises are overgrown with 
rank and noisome visitation or are otheiwise in an unwholesome 01 filthy condition 
or, by reason of thou not being properly enclosed, are resoited to by the publifc for 
purposes of natime, or aie other wise a nuisance to the neighbouiing iuhabitanee, 
iUCommkBionei may, by written notice, leqiure the owner or occupier of Sueli 
> premises to cleanse, dear or enclose the same, or, with the approval of the standing 
may lequiro him to take such other ordei with the same as the Oommis- 
. luwssaiy ; 

led that, in so far as the unwholesome or filfeliy condition of 
shoh nuisance as aboiomentioned is caused by the discharge foom or % 
municipal drams or appliances connected thereuitb, it sWll M. 
Oi^mtsskmer fo clmum such premises, ' ' I 

1 1 ,, n 4 1 ’I ini' 
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ffeld, tliat the pi’emises having appealed to the CMowissioner ii! a filthy 
condition, the notice wrs yalidly issued under section. 377 of the Ciiy of 
Bombay Municipal Act, 1888 ; and that theie having been a non-compliance 
with the notice, the offence was complete 

MM, further, that the Magistiate was wrong in acquitting the accused on 
the sole ground that the premises did not appear to him to be in such a condi- 
tion as to justify the issue of a notice under section 377. 

Section 377 of the City of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888, enacts that the only 
condition precedent to the valid issue of a leqnisitioii is that it shall appear — 
not to the Magistrate but — to the Commissioner that the piemises are m the 
.jiondition specified in the section. 

Ceiminal appeal by the Government of Bombay, from the 
order of acquittal passed by P. H. Dastur, Second Presidency 
Magistrate of Bombay. 

The Municipal Commissioner of the City of Bombay issued a 
notice under section 377 of the City of Bombay Municipal Act, 
1888, calling upon the accused Baja Bahadur Shivlal Motilal 
to remove the filth, rubbish, heaps of cutchera and stable refuse 
from a large piece of vacant land belonging to him. 

The accused failed to comply with the requisition. He was 
therefore prosecuted. 

The Magistrate heard the complainant, recorded the accused’s 
plea of not guilty, and postponed the further hearing as he was 
desirous of personally viewing the premises. The Magistrate 
did so : and on the next day of hearing, without hearing any 
evidence, acquitted the accused, remarking : “ The heap was 
seen by me and it is not eniohem but only earth.” 

As a matter of fact, however, though the accumulation of the 
rubbish in question had outwardly the appearance of an undu- 
lating mound of earth of varying height extending for above 
thirty yards along the length of the western side of the vacant 
land, it was found on inspection by the Municipality to be 
nothing less than a heap of house and stable refuse in all stages 
of decomposition and that there were at least eighty cart-loads 
of such refuse in the said heap. The evidence of these facts was 
available to the complainant at the hearing and the Magistrate 
was also infonned of it. 

The Public Broseeutor appealed to the High Court against the 
order of acquittal. 
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Btfangmani Advocate General, with McJioUon-^ Public Prose« 
cutor, for the Crown. 

Setalmd^ with BhaMarhlar^ Kanga cmcl Glnlharlal^ for the 
accused. 

Batcheloe^ J. The respondent here was served with a 
notice or requisition under section 377 of the Bombay Municipal 
Act III of 1888, requiring him to remove filth, rubbish, heaps 
of cntchfa and stable refuse from a large piece of vacant land 
belonging to him. The requisition was not complied with and 
a prosecution was instituted in the Court of the Presidency 
Magistrate. The learned Magistrate, on the 25th of May, ad- 
journed the case so that he himself might view the premises in 
question, and having so viewed them, but without hearing any 
evidence, acquitted the respondent, recording his reason for 
that acquittal in these words : The heap was seen by me 

and it is not cuMiera but only earth.^^ On this appeal it is 
represented to us by the Advocate General, on behalf of the 
Municipal Commissioner, that though the accumulation of the 
rubbish in question had outwardly the appearance of an undu- 
lating mound of earth of varying height extending for about 
80 yards along of the western side of the vacant land, it was 
found, on inspection by the Health Department to be nothing 
less than a heap of house and stable refuse in all stages of 
decomposition and that there were at least eighty cart-loads of 
such refuse in the said heap, that evidence of these facts was 
available and that the learned Magistrate was so infoi’med. 
But however that may be, the respondent’s acquittal cannot 
be sustained. The learned Magistrate, I think, has somewhat 
misread section 377 of the Municipal Act. He has read it as 
it it enacted that certain consequences should ensue when the 
premises appeared to the Magistrate to be in a filthy condition. 
But that is not so. As I understand the section, it enacts that 
the only condition precedent to the valid issue of a requisition 
;i|;that it shall appear, not to the Magistrate, hut to the Com- 
missioner, that the premises are in such a condition. It is not 
denied hero that these premises did appear to the Oommissionor 
to be in the condition specified ; and the notice was, therefore, 
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yalidly issued under section 3 “7. That being so^ the Magistrate 
was^ I think, wrong in acquitting the accused on the sole ground 
that the premises did not appear to the Magistrate to be in such 
a condition as to justify the issue. of a notice under the section. 
It is admitted before us now that the Municipal Commissioner's 
order has not been complied with. I am^ therefore, of opinion 
that the acquittal should be set aside and that the respondent 
should be convicted under section 471 of the Act. But^ in the 
circumstances of the case a nominal ,fine of one rupee will, I 
hope, bo enough. 

Knight, J. — I concur. 

Aj)jpeal allowed^ 

B. 
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Before Mr* Justice CJirndmarhar and Mr* Justice Knight, 

* 

SAEHAK.AM HAEI and othees (original Dedendants), Appellants, v. 1910, 
IiAXMIPRIYA TIRTIIA SWAMI (original Plainttep), Respondent January 

Limitation Act {XV of 1877)^ 8zh II, Arts, 131, 32---QaBli alloioanGe'-- 
Tastih — Arrears of cash allowance, suit to reco'oer, 

Tlio plaiiitiE, tlio managei of the temple of SIiriLaNmi Xarajan Bev at 
Halekalj sued to i ecover from the defendants, the managers of the temple’of Shree 
Madhiikeshwar at Banawasi, a sum of Es. 96 as ancais of a oash allowance 
(tastik) which the foimet was entitled to receive from the pioperty of the latter. 

The defendants admitted the title of the plaintiff to the allowance but pleaded 
limitation as to the anears for two out of the six years. The lower Ooni’ts 
applied Article 131 of the Limitation Act, 1877, and allowed tho whole of the 
claim. On appeal. 

Held, that the claim was properly allowed. 

A cash allowance of tho nature as in the present ease is, according to Hindu 
law, %ihandlm or immoveable property ; where it is annually payable, the 
right to payment gives to the person entitled a pexiodically recurring right as 
against the peraon liable to pay. The light to any amount which has become 
payable stands as to such person on the same footing as the aggregate of rights 
to amounts which are to become payable and which have become aotuaffy^ due. 


^ Second Appeal No» 59S of 1900, 
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But wliera there are more than one person entitled to the payment ae co-sharcr 
and the payment is made to one of them by the person liable to pay, the co- 
shaier receiving the amount holds it, minus his share, on hehalf of the lest as 
money had and received for their use, though as to him Avith reference to the 
aggregate of lights, it is mbandha or immoveable property, in the nature of a 
periodically recurring right. 

The important question is who is the person sued and what is it that is sued 
forP If what is sued for is the establishment of a title to the light itself, 
then Article IBl applies, whether the defendant is the person originally liable to 
pay or is a co*sharer who has leceiyed payment from that petsom If, on the 
other hand, what is sued for is the amount of arrears, which has become 
actually payable to the plaintiff, then there is a distinction betw een the person 
originally liable to pay and a co-sharer of the plaintiff, who has actually leceived 
payment from that person# Article 131 applies in that case to the peisoii origin- 
ally liable to pay and Article 63 applies to the co-sharer who has received the 
payment, 

Shcokd appeal from the decision of D. S. Sapre, First Class 
Subordinate Judge, A. P., at K^rwar^ confirming the decree passed 
by R. R. Sane, Subordinate Judge of Sirsi, 

Suit to recover arrears of a cash allowance called tastik. 

The plaintiff was the manager of a temple called the Vyasraja 
Matha at Hulekal. The temple was in receipt of a cash allowance 
every year from the defendants who were the managers of the 
temple of Sbree Madhukeshwar at BanawAsi. 

The claim was for arrears which had accrued due during the 
six years preceding the suit. 

The defendants admitted the plaintiff's right to receive the 
allowance ; but they claimed that his right to two years out of 
the six was barred by limitation. 

The Court of first instance held that Article 181 of the Limita-^ 
tion Act, 1877, applied to the case, and decreed the plaintiff^s 
claim in full. His reasons were as follows : — 

plainiiff*s right to receive this aunual payment is acknowledged by the 
^ tobe an already established one, since time immemorial. It is there-* 

' 'fee not at all necessary for the plaintiff to bring a suit for the establishment 
theiek^i I Bo, he oan, in a suit like the present^ recover arrears that fell due 
witMh twelve before this isuit (vide OMagmM v. Ba^uhMj L h. B, 6 
Bom* 6B, followed h I i. B. 16 AIL 189). 
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It is liowever contended *by Mr. Jede for the defendants that this suit is 
governed by Article 62 of the Limitation Act. But t think that his contention 
cannot prevail, lor, Article 62 applies to the case of a person, suing for Ms 
co-sharer who has received the whole amount from the person primarily hound 
to pay ; whereas Article 131 applies to the case of a liahdar (« peison entitled 
to some allowance) suing the person primarily bound to pay him the whole hah 
(f>ide Stalling's Indian Limitation Act, 4th Edition, page 285), In the present 
case, it is net alleged by the defendants that they and the plaintiff are co-sharers 
and that as such, they have received the amount of plaintiff's share for plaintiff's 
use, from a third person primarily liable to pay. According to plaintiff’s 
allegation in the plaint, the temple propeity being primarily liable for the pay- 
ment, the managers of the temples for the time being are the persons primarily 
liable to pay the amount to him. * These allegations were not traversed by the 
defendants although defendant ZSTo. 1, who is the pnncipal manager, was exa- 
mined on oath (exhibit 11), 

Again, according to Article 62, the period of limitation is to be counted from 
the date when the money is received by the defendants for plaintiff’s use. It is 
neither alleged nor proved by the defendants that the money payable to plaintiff 
was at any time received by them from some third person for the plaintiff's use* 
On the contraiy they have distinctly stated in paragraph 3 of their wiitten 
statement (exhibit 5) that in their account, the year is computed from the 1st 
of August to the 31st of July of the following year ; and that the sura payable 
to plaintiff for any particular year falls due, after the close of that year. So 
according to them, the cause of action is to arise in the month of August of 
each year. This is quite inconsistent with the theory that Article 62 applies to 
this suit* I am therefore of opinion that this suit is governed by Article 131 
of the Limitation Act. 

Oil appeal; this decree was confirmed. 

Th^ defendants appealed to the High Court. 

K. Kelhafp for the appellant. 

T?he respondents did not appear. 

OhanBavabkae^ J • In the suit out of which this second 
appeal arises, the respondent before us as plaintiff sought, as 
manager of the temple of Shri Laxmi Narayan Dev at Hulekal, 
to recover the arrears for six years of a cash allowance {taBtih) 
due to the temple from year to year from the temple of Shree 
Madhukeshvar at Banav^Jsi, of which the present appellants are 
managers. 

The appellants admitted the title of the respondent to the 
allowance but pleaded limitation as to the arrears for two out of 
the six years. 
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The Subordinate Judge^ who heard the suit, held that the period 
of twelve years under Article 131 of the Limitation Act applied 
to the claim for arrears and allowed the whole of the claim. 
The Subordinate Judge, First Class^ who heard the appeal from 
the original decree, has confirmed it. 

On this second appeal it is argued, on the authority of 
C/iamanlal v. Baptihh,ai(‘-\ Raoji v. Ratlna Mtdaliar v. 

Tifutenkata Ghatiar^, that the claim to the arrears is as for 
money had and received, to which Article 62 of the Limitation 
Act XV of 1877 applies. 

A cash allowance of the nature, such as we have in the present 
case, is, according to Hindu Law, nibandJia or immoveable 
property. Where it is annually payable, the right to payment 
gives to the person entitled a periodically recurring right as 
against the person liable to pay. The right to any amount which 
has become payable stands as to such person on the same footing 
as the aggregate of rights to amounts which are to become 
payable and also those which have become actually due. But 
where there are more than one person entitled to the payment 
as co-sharers and the payment is made to one of them by the 
person liable to pay, the co-sharer receiving the amount holds it, 
minus his share, on behalf of the rest as money had and received 
for their use, though as to him with reference to the aggregate 
of rights, it 13 nibundjitt or immoveable property, in the nature 
of a periodically recurring right. This is the law clearly 
established by the decisions of this Court. In Hamiihhgmm v. 
EamuBprasaS^, it was held that Article 132 of Act IX of 1871 
(which is the same as Article 181 of Act XV of 1877) applied 
to a suit brought by a A&hdttT against the person originally 
liable to pay the hah and not to a suit brought by a co-sharer 
in the hah against another co-sharer who has received from 
the person originally liable the whole amount. The same 
principle was adopted in Besai ManeUal Amrailal v. Bern 
^ Bhwld Bhogilal^^ and Bulalh Tahvgi v. BamiilmmWi, In 


(IW) 22 Bom. 669, 

W fl890),16 Bom. 136 at p. 140, 
C*) (lW) 22 M«d.? 61 . 


(1) (1883) 7 Bom. Ifll. 
(5) (1884) 8 Bom. 426, 
m (1884) 9 Bom. Ill, 
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Saoji V. J}ak(» it was held that a suit by one co-sharer 
to establish a title to a periodically recurring right as against 
another co-sharer fell, for the purposes of limitation, under 
Article 181 of Act XV of 1877, whereas a suit by the 
same co-sharer against the other for arrears of the amount 
received by the latter and payable, in virtue of his share to the 
former, fell under Article 62. The decision of this Court in 
Cltamanlal v. only reaffirms that principle. The 

important question in all these cases is who is the person sued and 
what is it that is sued for? If what is sued for is the establishment 
of a title to the right itself, then Article l8l applies, whether the 
defendant is the person originally liable to pay or is a co-sharer who 
has received payment from that person. If, on the other hand, 
what is sued for is an amount of arrears, which has become 
actually pa;yable to the plaintiflF, then there is a distinction 
between the person originally liable to pay and a co-sharer of 
the plaintiff, who has actually received payment from that 
person. Article ISl applies in that case to the person originally 
liable to pay and Article 62 applies to the co-sharer who has“ 
received the payment. The present suit is of the former 
character and has been rightly held by the lower Court to be 
governed by Article 181. The decree must, therefore, be con- 
firmed. 
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Decree eonjimed. 


n. n. 


(1) (1800) 15 Bom. 135. 


(2) (1897) 22 Bom. 669. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr, 3uM<x CTiandavarkar and M'h Justice Xnight, 

EAMKEISHNA NARAYAX SINDE (oEiGiirAJi Defendant), Appediant, 
». VISAYAK NAEAYAJSr SASWADKAB (oRiaiifAD Piainxiff), 
Eesfondent.* 


Tmnsfer ofFroperty Act (IV of 1882), section SS—Suit upon mortgage— 
Mortgage executed hpad^t memhers oftlie family— Suit hrougU against 
all members exciting a minor— Decree— Sale of mortgaged property in 
exeaaion— Minor seeking to exempt Us share from sale—jRepresenfatm 
of the minor by die adult mmbers. 

A Hindu family living jointly consisted of S., his son M., and his two grand- 
sons Sh and B. (minors) by a predeceased son. S. mortgaged a house for 
purposes allowed by Hindu law. The deed of mortgage was signed' by S., M. 
and S’, represented by his mother. The mortgagee sued on the mortgage and 
joinod^ S., hL aiid S’, as party defendants. The suit passed into a decree, in 
execution of which the house was sold at a Court auction and purchased by the 
plaintiff. In a suit by the plaintiff against M., S’, and E. (S. having died) for 
iwssession of the house, E. chimed to exempt fi-om the sale his share in the 
house which was one-fourth, on the ground that as he was not a party to the 
suit, lie was not bound by tbe decree. 

Meld, that though K. was omitted from the suit he was represented by the 
adult members, who were the managing members of the family. 

Weld, also, that the debt was contracted by S., tbe grandfather of E., and 

B. was bound by it unless it had been contracted for iUegal or immoral 
pur-poses. 


Second appeal from the decision of R. D. Nagarkar, First 
Clas.s Subordinate Jndge, A. P., at Poona, varying the decree 
passed by D. G. Medhekar, Joint Subordinate Judge at Poona. 

One Santaji had a son Maruti and two grandsons by a pre- 
deceased son : Shivram and Ramkrishna (minors). 

In 1893, Santaji mortgaged a house belonging to the family 
SMtl- ^ y P«jposes. The deed of mortgage was executed by 

mother 


* Second Appeal No. 383 of 190§, 
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In 1901/ the sued Maruti and/Shivram (Santaji 

having died) upon the mortgage : and obtained a decree against 
them. In execution of this decree the house mortgaged was 
sold at a Oourt^sale and purchased by the plaintiff. 

The plaintiff then sued Maruti, Shivram and Eamkrishna 
to recover possession of the house. Eamkrishna contended that 
at least his share in the house (which was one-fourth) vras not 
included in the sale, inasmuch as he not having been a party 
to the mortgage suit was not bound by the decree passed therein. 

The Court of first instance agreed with the contention and 
passed a decree awarding the plaintiff possession of the house 
with the exception of Ramkrishna’s share. The reasons were 
as follows 

Hie presumption of Hindu law is in favour of joint family and joint: 
property. Plaintiff’s case is not that the first defendant had no interest in 
the property hut that whatever interest he had has been sold under the decree, 
exhibit No. 69 the debt for which the decree was obtained being a joint 
family debt. But a reference to the mortgage-bond, exhibit No. 49^ shows 
that it contains no recital of the purpose for which the debt was contracted. 
It is true that the defendant No. l*s mother represented the defendant No. 2 
as his guardian ad litem in the suit based on the mortgage, but the first 
defendant was not so represented. The defendant No. 2 was also a party to 
the mortgage bond, exhibit 49, but not the defendant No. 1. It might be 
ui’ged that the fact that the defendant No. 2, brother of the defendant No. 1, 
was a party to the mortgage-bond is sufficient to justify the presumption that 
the debt was contracted for the benefit of all including the defendant No. 1. 
But in the absence of any proof of a specific nature, such a presumption would 
not be justifiable in my opinion. There is nothing to show that there was 
before the creditor a sufficient material to create on his part a bond fide belief 
that the debt was necessary for any joint family purpose. I am therefore 
unable to say that the plaintiff purchased the right, title and interest of the 
defendant No, 1 in the property. Nor is there anything to show that the 
right of the defendant No. 1 in the property has in any way been extinguished. 

On appeal the lower appellate Court came to a different 
conclusion. It held that Eamkrishna^s share also passed by 
the sale. The following were the grounds : — 

The next question is whether the Court-sale is binding upon the defendant 
No. X. To prove that it is binding on him, one of the grounds alleged on 
behalf of the plaintiff is that the loan in the mortgage^bond^ exhibit 49, was 
taken for the benefit of the joint family. The only evkiciice on the point to 

B 106--9 
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■whicli atteation ifl drawn is the fact that Maruti, the son of Santaji, and 
Shmam’s mother Gajarahai, the widow of another son (Narayan) of Santaji, on 
behalf of her minor son joined Santaji in the execution of the mortgage-deed. 
But this is insufficient to prove that the creditor Swidy&fe believed that the 
loan was taken for the benefit of the family in the absence of evidence showing 
that the creditor made eiiquhics and had reason to be satisfied as to the neces- 
sity for the loan. In the absence of such evidence the debt would not be 
binding on Shivram himself on the ground mentioned. But in Suit No. 299 
of 1001 Shivram agreed to pay the debt uirdor a consent decree and therefore 
his share in the suit house properly passed under the Court-sale. 

Another ground on which the share of the defendant No. 1 in the suit Iiouso 
is sought to be found is that the lean taken under the bond, exhibit 49, having 
been taken by a gr-andfather, the defendant No. 1 as grandson was under the 
Hindu Law bound to pay the debt of his grandfather irrespective of its benefit 
to IttTOelf unless it was tainted with immorality or was otherwise repugnant 
to Hindu law. Rofeterree is made to the following authorities Myasm/iarav 
v. Aniq/i (2 Bom. H. C. E. 64) ; Lachman Das v. Khumiilal (I, L. R. 19 
All. 26) ! Na^at/an v. YenhaiaclMrya (6 Bom- L. E. 434) ; Mayne’s Hindu 
Law, sections 302 to 304; Mayne’s Hindu Law, pages 376 to 380, 6th edition ■ 
Sadaskw v.Dinkar (I. L. fi. 6 Bom. 620). I think this contention must 
prevail hr the absence of & seggestion and of evidence to prove that the debt 
was one which the defendant No. 1 as grandson was not bonnd to pay under 
the rules of Hindu law. The Ailahahad ruling quoted is an authority for 
holding that the debt being secured by a mortgage, the defendant No. 1 was 
TreuudtopayitwUh interest. In this view of the matter it is necessary to 
go into the question whether the defoiidaiit No. 1 was benefited by the debt 
contracted by bis grandfather. The plaiatifl-as auction pmohaser. therefore, 
acquired title to the oue-fouith share of the defendant No. 1 ialthe suit house. 

The defendant appealed to the High Court. 

P. P. dilate, for tho appellant. 

0. 8, Bao, for the respondent. 




of Pmperty Act requires that all per«ms, haviog an interest in 
properly comprised m a mortgage, most le joined as partits lo' 

^ a ^ o' to snch mortgage, 
providid that the plaintiff has noMee of tie interest. Bnt tie 

h» been constaed by the Calootta and the Madras 
aghConrtas not interfering with the rale of Hindu law that 
It IS open to o father in a Hindu family to represent, subjLi fa 
certain eoadiScns, his sons or oth« momlers in . suit brought 
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upon a mortgage against him. For instance in 
V. Virasami Ap/aT^^\ the mortgage had been executed by a 
Hindu father. The suit was brought against him and two of his 
three sons and there was a decree. A suit having been brought 
by the third son^ it was contended by him that as he bad 
not been made a party to the previous suit upon the mortgage, 
the decree passed in it, and the sale consequent upon it, did not 
bind him, and he relied upon section 85. It was held there that 
the father represented the sons in the ab;^ence of proof that the 
mortgage had been effected for a debt of the father contracted 
for an illegal or immoral purpose. So also in Lala Snrja Prosad 
V. Golub C/mncU^\ the mortgage was by a Hindu father, who, 
with his son, constituted a joint Mitakshara family. It was 
held that ^the father incurred the debt in his representative 
capacity and as managing member of the family. And the 
ruling of the Court was that it was open to the son by a suit 
to question the decree and the sale onsequent upon it, but that 
the son, in order to succeed and entitle him to redeem his share 
of the property^ must show not merely that he had not been 
made a party to the suit brought against the father, but also 
that the debt of the mortgage was not binding upon him, 
having been incurred for an illegal or immoral purpose by the 
father. The principle seems to be sound and in accordance with 
the observations of their Lordships of the Privy Council in 
KMarajnal v. 

In the present case the mortgage was by Santaji, grand- 
father of the present appellant, by his uncle Maruti, and by big 
brother Shivram, a minor, who was represented by his mother, 
Gojrabai. To the suit which was brought subsequently on the 
mortgage, the persons brought on the record as defendants 
were the present appellant^s undivided uncles, Maruti and 
Parshram, and his undivided brother Shivram who had at that 
time arrived at the age of majority. The present appellant was, 
no doubt, omitted from the suit, but the adult members of the 
family represented him* They were the managing members 

Cl) (1898) 21 Mad. 222, ( 3 ) (1900) 27 Cal. 724, 

(3) (1901) li. U. 32 I. A. 23 at p. 35. 
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19X0. 0f the family. Therefore, according to Hindu law, we must 
Bamkrmna bold, in the absence of any other circumstance, that th^ present 
Vi^fiirAr: a>ppellant had been substantially represented upon the record^ 

HAKAYAKt and was virtually a party to the suit. Further, even if Shivram, 

the brother of the appellant, had not been brought upon the 
record, there was Maruti, the eldest managing member of the 
family. The debt again was one contracted by Santaji, the 
grandfather of the appellant, and the latter is bound by it unless 
it had been contracted by Santaji for illegal or immoral purposes. 
It has been found that the debt had been contracted by the 
managing members of the family for its benefit and necessities. 

On these grounds the decree must be confirmed with costs. 

Decree eonfiimed, 

/ R. B. 


ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

Before Mr. Jmiw Datar^ 

UMABAI, FiiAXHi?irF, v. BHAXJ BALWANT and OTUEits, PrrcNBANTs ^ 

(Hvil JProcedure Code (AH V of 1908) Order 1 Buie % Order II Buie S — 
Grades of severed defendants in one suit — Sc^me act or tramaetkn » 
** Bmee of acts or transactions *’ — P? achce. 

In reading order I, Rnlo 3, of tlie Civil Procedare Code (Act V of 1008) it 
seems quite obvious that the word *^same which precedes the words acts or 
transaction ” governs also the woids “ <^crios of acts or transactions and must 
be read before those woids aLo. The fii st c ondition to be f ulEUed before joining 
several persons as co-defendants in the same suit is that the r%ht to relief 
sought in the suit must arise against all the defendants fcom the same act or 
transaction or fiom the same seiies of acts oi transactions. The second oon- 
ditiontobefuifiiled under the rule is that some common question either of 
fact or law should arise against the defendants if separate suits were brought 
against such parsons. Befoie a plaintiff can join several defendants in the 
same suit loth the conditions laid down in the rule must be fuldlled, first, the re^ 
Hof sought against the defendants whether jointly, seveially or in the alternative, 
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must arise fiom tlie same act oi ti ansae tiou or the same series of acts or 
transactions. And, secondly, there must arise between the plamti:lffi and all the 
defendants some common question of law or fact. 

The pkintifE may in one action unite several causes of action against seveial 
defendants provided that all such defendants aie jointly liable in lespect of 
each and all of such causes of action ” and that the condition precedent to 
the plaintiff being allowed to join several causes of action against several 
defendants is that such defendants must all * have a joint inteiest in the main 
quest ion raised by the litigition’^ and that causes of action joined in one suit 
against several defendants must be causes of action in which <‘the defendants 
aie all jointly intcicsted ”, 

It is not necessary that every defendant should be interested as to all the 
reliefs claimed in the suit but it is necessaiy that theie must be a cause of 
action in which all the defendants are more or less interested although the 
relief asked against them may vary. 

Ths material facts in this case appear sufficiently from the 
judgment. At the hearing of the suit counsel for the 1st defend* 
ant raised amongst others the following issues : — 

(1) Whether this Court has jurisdiction to try this case. 

(2) Whether the suit is not bad for reason of mis-joinder of 
causes of action and of parties. 

These two issues were ordered to be tried as preliminary 
issues. 

8eialvad with Mailes for 1st defendant referred to Order Rule 
3, of Civil Procedure Code of 1908. Their right to relief arises 
from (1) adoption and (2) from mortgages. One transaction has 
nothing to do with the other. This is a combination of two distinct 
suits and transactions. No common question of fact or law 
would arise if separate suits were brought NafBwgh Das v. 
Mangal Diileg^^\ Mowji Monji v. Kuverji Nanaji^^\ Bam Nafam 
Diisi V. Annocla JProBad Succession Certificate Act (VII of 

1889), section 4. 

I TJmahai could not sue without taking out letters of adminis- 
tration or a succession certificate, 

Sirangmmif Advocate-General^ (with him InverarUg and 
Jagahm) for the plaintiff. 

CD (1882) 6 All. 168. (2) (1907) 81 Bern. SlOi 

(3) (1887) 14 Cal. 681. 
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The point must bo decided on the Civil Procedure Code of 190S. 
Our cause of action is the mortgage in which all the defendants 
are interested vitally. Common questions of law or fact arise, 
tinder Order 1, Rule 5j it is not necessary that all the defendants 
should bo interested in ’all the reliefs sought. Even under the 
old Code this would have been a good suit. See Farran, 0. J., in 
i^Baglmnath Mnhind V. Sarosk K. M. Cama^^K Naisiiigh Das v. 
» Mmgal is no longer law as the ratio of that case dis« 

appears now. There wore in that suit three causes of action. Here 
there is only one cause of action namely the mortgage claim, and 
a part of it is in the 1st defendant's hands Se/ajul Hwci Khan v. 
AMul Bahamaii^’^^ ; S)i liaja 8mha4ri Appa Bao v. BoitUpaii 
BamaygoS^'^. Mcwji Monji v, KmvSi] Nanaji^^'^ is in our favour. 
No embarrassment is caused to 1st defendant and the other 
defendants don’t appear and plead embarrassment. Order 2, 
Rule 1. 

Malmcl in reply referred to Shronl v. Lmuon ® , Two conditions 
must coincide in Order 1 Rule 3. In this case there are two trans- 
actions(l) the adoption, (2) the mortgage, entirely unconnected 
with each other. Order 1, Rule 5, must be taken in connection 
with Order ], Rule 8. 

Raghmath Iliiknnd v. 8a\osl K. B. relied on is different 

and does not apply to the facts of this case. So also in the 
Toother cases relied on there was one caus^of action. That there 
is no embarrassment is no defence against multifariousness, it 
is a defence where joinder is allowed. Rut there is considerable 
embarrassment if you look into the nature of the contentions. 
The adoption took place in Poona. All the evidence is in Poona. 

Davar, J. At the hearing of this suit Mr. Setalvad for the 
frrst defendant raised among others the following issues : 

(4) Wiiother the Court has jurisdiction to entertain this smt. 

(fi) Whether the suit is not bad for reason of mis-joindoi of causes of action 
sp|d of parties, 

i fisao) 23 Bom. 20G. (4) (igog) 29 Mad. 29. 

6 AIL 1C3. (5) (T[go<7) gj ]}gn,_ g^g. 

W mSj S9 G*L 267. (8) [iggs] g Q, B. U at p, 64 
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TliG Icarnod coniisel after the issues had been raised and the 
Advocate-General had stated the facts of the case applied that 
the two issues Nos. 4 and 5 which involved questions of law 
should bo tried fiist. The Advocate-General did not object to 
this being done* Order XIV, r 2^ provides that where in the 
same suit issues both of law and of fact arise and the Court is 
of opinion that the ease or any pai t thereof may be disposed of 
on the issues of law only, it shall try those issues first. 


On the pleadings and the undisputed facts it did appear to me 
possible that the suit, or at all events a part of this suit, may be 
disposed of by determination of these issues of law, and I felt 
that it was desirable in the interest of the parties that these 
issues should be tried first* 
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It seems to me however that the decision of issue No. 4 as to 
the Jurisdiction of this Court depends on my decision on issue 
No. 5 as to whether this suit is bad by reason of misjoinder of 
emses of action and of parties and the results that may follow 
from my decision of that issue. I will, therefore, in the first 
instance confine my attention to the consideration of the question 
.for decision involved in that issue. To arrive at a correct 
decision on the issue as to misjoinder, it is necessary that the 
facts must be clearly appreciated. 

The undisputed facts are to be gathered from the plaint in this 
suit and the plaint in suit No. S of 1906 which is referred by the 
plaintiff herein in para 6 of her plaint. 

One Vithoba Khundappa Gulve died on the 11th of September 
1891 leaving a will dated the 27th of January 1890. The 9th 
and 10th defendants Nilkant Vinayak ^Chatre and Shankor 
Ramchandra Phatarpikar were appointed executors under the 
will. Probate of the will was granted to the two executors by 
the Thana District Court on the 28th of October 1891. The 
9th and 10th defendants are made parties to this suit in their 
capacity as executors of Vithoba^s will. 

The will of Vithoba directed that the residue of his estate 
should be divided in two parts and one of such parts should be 
given to Shanker Vithoba Gulve, The plaintiff claims to be 
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Shanker^s sister. The Advocate-General in his opening stated 
that Slianker and the plaintiff TJmabai were the illegitimate 
children of Vithoba by a mistress named Paroo Pringlay. The 
first defendant's (Jbunsel does not admit that the plaintiff is the 
sister of Shanker. He said his client had no knowledge whether 
this statement was correct or not. For the present purposes it is 
immaterial to consider the question whether TJmabai is or is not 
the sister of Shanker. I will assume that TJmabai ihe plaintiff 
is the sister of Shanker and as such his next of kin. 

Vithoba Khimdappa Gulve during his lifetime had, on the 
4th of December 1883, lent and advanced to the members of a 
Hindu family of Bombay named Patker the sum of Es. 11,000 
on the mortgage of an immoveable property belonging to them 
and situated at Bhuleshvar in Bombay. This mortgage was 
outstanding at the time of his death. Vithoba^s executors 
divided his property in two parts and made over one of such 
parts to Shanker, The mortgage was included in the part of 
Vifchoba^s property made over to Shanker. The executors did 
not at any time execute any written assignment or transfer of 
the mortgage. Shanker died on the 28rd of January 1903 
intestate and without any issue. He left surviv ing his widow 
Oitjabai who was also known as Gmabai. Although in suit No. 8 
of 1903 she is spoken of only as TJmabai,! will continue to call 
her Girjabai in order to prevent any possible confusion arising 
from this ^name being the same as that of the plaintiff. The 
mortgage moneys were still outstanding when.Shanker died, one 
of the terms of the mortgage being that the mortgage moneys 
were to be repaid ten years after the date of the mortgage . 

Girjabai was a minor when her husband died, and the District 
Court of Poona m June 1903 appointed her father Balvantrao 
Suryavanshi the guaidian of her person and property. Some 
time in 1904 Girjabai by her guardian applied to the District 
Cciurt at Poona for leave to adopt her minor brother and having 
^ ^^ned such leave, she adopted him. This adopted boy Bhau 
TSalfanli Saryavanshi, who, after the adoption, was called Vithal 
0ulve, is the first defendant in the snit, Shortly {|ffer 
&k|aM died on the 3rd of January 1905. 
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On Qirjabai’s death the Poona Court appointed two persons as 
guardians of the person and property of the minor Yithal 
Shanker Gulver. 

In the beginning of 1906 the said minor Vithal by his 
guardians as his next friends filed a suit against the members cff 
the Patkar family to realise the mortgage debt. The mortgaged 
property being in Bombay the suit was filed in this Court, 

When that suit was filed tjae plaintiff alleged that the amount 
due to him under the Indenture of mortgage with interest up to 
the 29 th of October 1905 was Es. 32,018-2>3 and he claimed to 
recover that sum and further interest. The executors of 
Yithoba’s will not having executed any legal assignment or 
transfer of mortgage were made co-defendants in the suit and 
they were defendants Nos. S and 9. This suit was heard before 
me on the 19th of February 1907. At the hearing it was 
proved before me that the guardians of the minor plaintiff and 
the first seven defendants had arranged a compromise of the 
claim for Es. 20,000 , that this compromise was submitted to the 
District Court of Poona ; and that that Court had sanctioned the 
proposed compromise. I was asked to pass a decree in terms of 
the compromise. As the Court, whose ward the plaintiff was, had 
sanctioned the compiomise, I passed a decree by consent of all 
parties in terms of the compromise and sanctioned the same as 
being for the benefit of the^minor plaintiff. When that suit wms 
called on, the 8th and the 9th defendants, the executors of the will 
of Yithoba, did not appear but, while I was recording evidence, 
counsel appeared on their behalE and brought to my notice the fact 
that the adoption of the plaintiff in the suit was disputed in a 
suit pending in the Poona Court. It then transpired that 
Yithal had filed a suit in the Subordinate Judge’s Court at 
Poona to recover the keys of a safe and certain documents 
from Sirdar Natu and that Sirdar Natu had put in a written 
statement alleging that Y ithal’s adoption was not valid and asking 
that Shanker’s sister Umabai should be made a co-plaintiff. On 
being apprised of this fact I felt that XJmabai’s interests should 
i^»|iame way be safeguarded and at my suggestion the plaintiff 
undertook to uhow the amount realised to remain with his 
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atiorncys for six months to enable Umabai to establish her 
contention that the adoption of the plaintifl: in that snit was invalid 
and that she as next-of-kin was entitled to the pioperty left by 
her brother Shanker. The plaintiff attorneys were directed 
to give notice of the decree to Umabai. The consent deciee in 
Suit No. 8 of 1906 is exhibit No. 1 in this suit. 

It is pioved before me in this suit that the mortgagors paid the 
amount for which the claim of Vithal was eompromibed and on 
such payment in terms of the airangements ariivcd at between 
the parties^ the executors of Vitlioba executed a re-conveyance 
of the mortgaged premises on the 18tli of July 1907 and the 
guardians of Vithal executed the same i e-conveyance on the 27th 
of July 1907. The re-eonveyance in favour of the mortgagor is 
exhibit No 2. 

This IS a short history of the events as they happened before 
the phmtiff Umabai filed this suit on the 15th of August 1907. 

The first defendant in this suit is Vithal Shanker Gulve^ the 
son adopted by Girjabai the widow of Shanker after his death. 

Defendants Nos. 2 to 8 are the membeisjoi the Patker family 
the mortgagors who had originally mortgaged their Bombay 
property to Vithoba Khundappa Gulve. 

Defendants Nos. 9 and 10 are the executors of the will of 
Vithoba. The plaintiff says that Shanker before his death had 
given instructions^^ to Girjabai that she should adopt one of her 
sons; that her sons were available for adoption, that the 
adoption by Girjabai of the plaintiff in contravention of her 
husband^s injunction is invalid and in-operative, and that she as 
the sister and next-of-kin of Shanker is entitled to the whole of 
,1 the property left by Shanker. 

I 

The plaintiff then impeaches the compromise of the claim made 
in suit No. 8 of 1900. She says she piotested against the com- 
piromiae before the consent decree was taken and in support of 
her efeatement she produces correspondence which is collectively 
Exhibit B. She contends that the consent decree is n^ 
binding on ht and that the same ought to be set aside, 
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Tho reliefs that the plaintiff claims in this stiit shortly put 
,are that it may be declared that the first defendant is not the um:4bai 
validly adopted son of Shanker and that she as the sister of 
Shanker may be declared to be the sole heir of Shanker and as Balwani*. 
such entitled “ to the right, title and interest of the said deceased’' 
in the mortgage in the plaint mentioned ; that it may be declared 
that the decree in suit No. 8 of 1908 is not binding on her; 
and that an order may be made setting the same aside " as 
against her. She then prays that defendants 2 to 8 may be 
ordered to pay to her the full amount that may be found due at 
the foot of the mortgage and that in default the mortgaged pre- 
mises may be sold. In the alternative she prays that if the 
consent decree be not set aside then it may be ordered that the 
amount received under the compromise may be paid to her. She 
prays for other incidental reliefs which I do not think it is 
necessary to refer to. 

The question for the consideration of the Court on the facts 
as set out above is, in the first instance, whether the suit as 
constituted is bad by reason of misjoinder of causes of action and 
of parties. 

Seelion 45 of the old Civil Procedure Code dealt with the 
joinder of several causes of action in the same suit and section 28 
dealt with the joinder of several defendants in one suit. 

Rule S of Order 1 is now enacted in the place of section 28 of 
the old Code and Rule 3 of Order II takes the place of section 45. 

The language of Rule 3 Order II is the same as that of 
section 45 of the old Code but there is considerable difference 
in the provisions of Rule 3 of Order I and those of section 28. 

The Rule now governing the joinder of several defendants in 
the same smt provides that— 

All persons against whom .my right to reWf in lespcot of or arising out of , ^ 

the same act or transaction or series of acts or transactions is alleged to exist 
wiether jointly, severally or in alternative, where if separate suits weie brought 
against sneh persons any common question of law or fact would aiise, may be 
joined as defendants in the same suit 
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reading this Rule it seems to me quite obvious that the word- 
"sfme" arbich precedes the words “actor transaction" governs 
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also the words series o£ acts or transactions and must be read 
before those words also. It seems to me therefore that the first 
condition to be fulfilled before joining several persons as co- 
defendants in the same suit is that the right to relief sought in 
the suit must arise against all the defendants from the same act 
or transaction or from the same series of acts or transactions* 
The second condition to be fulfilled under the Rule is that some 
common question either of fact or law should arise against the 
defendants if separate suits were brought against such persons. 

In Stroud v, the Court of Appeal had 0. XVI, r. I, 

under their consideration. That is an order providing for the 
Joinder of several plaintiffs in the same suit but the language 
of the Rule is exactly the same as the language of our Rule 
Order I. Lord Justice Vaughan Williams^ in constructing the 
Rule before the Court, at page 54 of the report, says 

Tile two conditions, namelj, that tlio right to relief must arise from the same 
transaction and that there mnst bo a common qiiesfcion of law or fact, are not 
altonmtiire conditions. If that had been meant to be &o, tho woidmg of the rale 
wonld certainly liave* been difieient, aa for instance by tho insertion of the 
simple woid ‘‘or’’ before the word “where,” 

It seems^ therefore, quite clear that before a plaintiff can join 
several defendants in the same suit botk the conditions laid down 
in the Rule must be M^led, first, tbe relief sought against the 
defendants whether jointly, severally, or in the alternative, 
must arise from the same act or transaction or the same series of 
acta or transactions, and, secondly, there must arise between the 
plaintiff and all the defendants some common question of law 
or fact, 

Thm again, under Rule 8 of Order II, the plaintiff is allowed 
to unite in the same suit several causes of action against the 
same defendant or the same defendants jointly. 

Since I discussed the question of misjoinder of parties and of 
causes of action in Mwji Monji v. Knverji the new 

Civil Procedure Code, incorporating in it many more Rules of 
English practice and procedure than were to be found in the old 

» fm8]2Q.P.44. 
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Procedure Code, has come into operation and a great many 
Indian cases based on the construction of the language of 
section 28 of the old Code are of no value. But we have, how- 
ever, Indian authorities dealing with general principles and the 
policy of the law on the question now under my consideration 
and I think they are still very useful guides. 

In NarsingJi Das v. Mangal Dubey^'^ a full Bench of that Court 
held that a plaint had been properly rejected because the suit 
was open to the objection that different causes of action against 
difierent defendants separately had been joined in the same suit. 

In the course of the judgment it is said (at p. 171) • 

The plaintiflf has united dilTereiit causes of action in one buit against 
different defendants, who are not jointly liable in respect of eocA and °a?l of 
swl acmes of action— a mode of procedure that the law docs not sanction.*' 

This statement of the law by tbe Full Bench of the Allahabad 
High Court is important having regard to the fact that the 
language of section 45 of the old Code and that of Rule 3 Order 
II of the present Code which deal with the joinder of causes of 
action against several defendants is the same. As I read the 
judgment it lays down that the meaning of the word jointly ” 
in the old section, and therefore in this Rule, is that all the 
defendants in a suit must he jointly liable in respect of “ each 
and all’' of the causes of action which the plaintiff unites against 
the defendants in the same suit. 

That this is the correct reading of the Full Bench judgment 
appears from the decision in Bhagwali Prasad Gtr v. Bindeshi 
where Mr. Justice Straight delivering the judgment of the 
Court and speaking of the test of the applicability of section 45 
of the old Code says : — 

“Joint interest in tbe main questions raised by tbe litigation is a condition 

precedent to tbe joinder of several causes of action against several defendants.” 

The only other Indian case, which I think it is necessary to 
refer to, is that of MulUch Kef ait Dossein. y. Sim PcrsJtad SingK'^K 
There again a division Bench, consisting of Mr. Justice' Beverley 

(J) (1883) 5 All. 163, (2) (iggS) 6 All. 106. 

ro (1896) 23 Cal. 831. 
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and our late Chief Justice Sir Lawrence Jenkins, had under their 
consideration section| 45 of the Code, In the course of their 
judgment the learned Judges say (at p. 826) - 

“There h no proYi&ion in the Code allowing distinct causes of action 

in whioh the defendants are not all jointly interested, to be united in Iho same 
suit.” 

Turning to the English Practice we find that Rule 1 of Order 
XVllI provides that subject to the Rules of that Order the 
plaintiff may unite in the same action several causes of action. 
In Bunlall V, the Lord Chancellor, Lord Selbornc 

says 

“ To bring into one claim distinct causes of action against different persons, 
neither of them having anything to do with the other (and only histoiioally 
connected,.,) is not contemplated by Older xviii, r. I, whirh authoiises the 
joinder, not of seeeral actiont against dhtmot peisons, but of several causes of 
aeiion.” 

The result of the authorities seems to me to he that the plaint- 
iff may in one action unite several causes of action against several 
defendants, provided that all such defendants are “jointly liable 
in respect of each and all of such causes of action ” and that the 
condition precedent to the plaintiff’ being allowed to join several 
causes of action against several defendants, is that such defend- 
ants must all “have a joint interest in the main question raised 
by the litigation’’ and that causes of action joined in one suit 
against several defendants must be causes of action in which 
“ the defendants arc all jointly interested.” 

It is not necessary that every defendant should be interested 
as to all the reliefs claimed in the suit (0. 1, r. 5, Civil Pro- 
cedure Code) but it is necessary “ that there must be a cause of 
action in which all the defendants are more or loss interested 
although the relief asked against them may vary” (Annual 
Practice, 1909, p. 163). 

Keeping these requirements of the law in view, let me now 
tom to the facts of this case and see whether these requirements 
are fulfilled in this suit. 


W (1884) 26 Ch. D. SS at u, S9. 
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The principal defendant in this suit is the first defendant 
Vithal Shanker Gulva and the main question in this litigafcion 
is whether his adoption by Girjabai is good and valid in law as 
ho contends it is or is invalid and in-operati\ e as the plaintifl 
contends. This is the only question in this suit in which he is 
interested. If he is declared the validly adopted son of Shankcr the 
suit comes to an abrupt termination — none of the other questions 
in the suit which affect the other defendants would ever arise. 
He would then be the owner of the property left by Shaiiker 
including the mortgage made hy the family of defendants 2 to 8 
in favour of Vithoba. He sued to recpvci: the moneys due under 
the mortgage ; the Court whose ward he was sanctioned a 
compromise of that suit ; the Court passing the decree has cer- 
tified that the compromise was heneficial to him ; the moneys 
decreed are in the hands of his solicitor ; the decree is binding on 
him ^ and neither he nor the other defendants in the suit raise 
any question whatever in respect of the mortgage, or the consent 
decree in suit No. 8 of 1 906. As I observed aboye the validity 
of his adoption is the only question in which the first defendant 
is interested. Directly that is established, thc-siiit fails and 
while that question is tried, tbe other defendants have nothing - 
to do but to sit with folded arms and watch the result of the fight 
between the plaintiff and the first defendant. I have noticed 
what the result of the suit would bo if the first defendant's 
adoption is hekhto bo valid, Now take the other possible result. 
Suppose the Court comes to the conclusion that the first defend- 
ant's adoption is invalid. He immediately loses all interest in 
the suit. Ho would then have no interest in Shankar’s property 
and it would bo a matter of no interest to him whether the 
plaintiff succeeds or fails in her contentions against the 
other defendants. It matters nothing to him whether the 
decree in suit No. 8 of 1906 is held binding on the plaintifl* or 
not. It matters nothing to him whether defendants 2 to 8 have 
to pay Rs. 20,000 or Es. B2,000 and more under the mortgage* 
The main afid the only question he is interested in this litigation 
is to prove the validity of his adoption. 

Now let mo turn to the other defendant. The second set of 
defendants are defendants 2 to 8 the members*— the members of the 
Eatker family, the mortgagors of Vithoba^ What are the questions 
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in the suit between them and the plaintiff ? "What is the plaintiff's 
cause of action against them ? The plaintiff contends that the 
compromise of the mortgage debt effected between the first 
defendant and these defendants is not binding on her. She 
claims to be entitled to recover the whole amount due under the 
mortgage. I assume that when the Poona Court sanctioned the 
compromise of a claim of over Rs. 32,000 for Rs. 20,000 it must 
have taken into consideration the possibility of the mortgagors 
being able to reduce the claims originally made in suit No. 8 of 
1906. If the plaintiff is declared the beneficial owner of the 
mortgage, the mortgagor-defendants would be entitled in the 
event of the compromise being held not binding on the plaintiff 
to plead all their defences to the claim as originally made. Tbej 
would be entitled to urge all those contentions for the reduction 
of the claim which must have been submitted to the District 
Court at Poona in support of the compromise. Besides this, other 
defences are open to him. They would say the plaintiff knew 
of the intended compromise before the decree was taken and 
took no steps to prevent the decree being passed. On the 30th 
of January 1907 she was informed of the terms of the com- 
promise and told to take what step‘- she liked (see exhibit B). 
The decree was not taken till the 19th of February 1907 and 
she took no steps to intervene. These defendants would also 
raise the question whether the plaintiff is entitled to re-open the 
question in this suit, the executors of this original moiigagee in 
whom the legal estate had always remained having executed a 
reconveyance of the mortgaged premises before the plaintiff 
filed this suit. If the plaintiff succeeded in her main contention 
against the first defendant and then is allowed to proceed with 
the second branch of her case against the 2nd set of defendants, 
further complications would arise because it appears from the 
written statement of the first defendant that on the property 
being reconveyed to them defendants 2 to S have sold the same 
and the purchaser whoso title would be jeopardised is not a 
party to the suit. 

The first defendant has not the smallest interest in any single 
one of the questions that would arise between the plaintiff and 
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It will thus be seen that the questions arising between the 
plaintiff and the first defendant and Ithe questions arising 
between the plaintiff and second set of defendants are totally 
distinct and different. There is no common question of fact or 
law which affects all the first eight defendants. 

Then take the case of the defendants 9 and 10, What is the 
plaintiff’s cause of action against them? They were formal 
parties to the first suit No. 8 of 1906 because they had not 
assigned or transferred the mortgage to the plaintiff in that suit. 
They executed a reconveyance when the person whom they 
believed to be the beneficial owner of the mortgage debt asked 
them to do. It is difficult to conceive what the plaintiffs cause 

action is against this the third set of defendants. I searched 
in vain through her plaint to find out what her cause of action is 
against these defendants and what relief she claims against 
them. The only possible complaint that she could make against 
them is that they joined in reconveying the property. 

It will thus be seen that all the defendants in the suit are not 
jointly liable in each and all of the causes of action united in 
this suit nor are they all jointly raised by this litigation. 

It seems to me that in this suit the plaintiff has distinctly 
combined at least two separate suits. It also appears to me that 
she has made her claim against defendants other than the first 
defendant much too prematurely. There is no dispute that the 
first defendant has, as a matter of fact, been adopted by Shan- 
ker's widow Girjabai. He is to all intents and purposes the 
owner of all Shanker’s property till such time as his adoption 
is set aside and declared invalid by a Court of law competent 
to try that question. Till she succeeds in establishing the in- 
validity of the adoption of the first defendant Vithal, she has no 
right to sue the other defendants in respect of property to which 
her right is not established. All the property left by Shanker 
is vested at present in the first defendant and the plaintiff has 
launched this litigation against the other defendants without 
having established her right to the property in respect of which 
she sues. The suit as constituted must in my opinion cause 
considerable embarrassment to the different defendants, 
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Under these circumstances I have no option but to hold that 
the plaintiff has clearly misjoined in this suit both parties and 
causes of action. I would like to say here that even if the 
conclusion to which I have arrived had been different, I would 
still have held that the causes of action joined in this suit could 
not conveniently be tried or disposed of together and considered 
what would have been the right order to make under the dis- 
cretion vested in the Court by rule 6 of Order II. 

Having, however, come to the conclusion that the suit as 
constituted is bad by reason of misjoinder of parties and of 
causes of action I find the__5th issue in the affirmative. 

I will give the plaintiff the option of electing against which 
defendant or defendants she proposes to go on with the suit an^ 
when she has made her election, I will proceed to consider my 
decision on the 4th issue as to whether this Court has jurisdiction 
to entertain the suit against the particular defendant or defend- 
.ants against whom the plaintiff elects to proceed. 

Attorneys for the plaintiff:— CIt Urn's cj* Co, 

Attorneys for the 1st defendant:— JLfessJ 5. Diks/iii, Dlmnjkha 
anil Smickrdas, 

B N. B. 


ORIGINAL CIVIL. 

Before Mr* Justice Macleod, 

PEBUEl SUBYAIAEAYAH and COMPANY, Pl iiNTirrs, v GULLA- 
PITDI CHINNA HARBINGIIAM and anotiiee, DcruNDANTs. 

ArMf ration^ Befei ence h/ parties to a suit — Application to stap 
pmeedinefs—Arlitration Act (IX of J899)i section t9* 

iSocilcn 19 oX the Ailiitration Aei only applies v here there has been a sub- 
mission to arbitiatioii before tho comineneement of legal pioceedings. 

Rmnjidas Foddar v. Morose (D, followed. 

This matter was heard in Chambers. The plaintiffs on tho 
l7th September 1908 filed a suit as a Short Cause against tho 

# Original Snit JTo. 783 of 1908. 

HJ (1907) 86 Cal. 190. 
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defendants to recover Rs. 6,377-14-0 with, interest due on certain 
money transactions. A warrant for attachment before judgment 
was obtained by the plaintiffs and attachment levied, but, later, 
as the result of an agreement between the parties to refer their 
dispute to arbitration, a consent order was taken discharging 
the warrant. Subsequently, however, the defendants, contend- 
ing that the plaintiffs had delayed in raising the attachment and 
that therefore the agreement to refer was at an end, refused to 
proceed to arbitration. The suit came on for hearing in due 
course, hut was adjourned from time to time by consent. 
Eventually the plaintiffs applied by petition for a stay of the 
legal proceedings, and notice was issued to the defendants on the 
April 1909. 

Robertson for the respondents (defendants) to show cause. 

Strangman (Advocate-General) for the petitioners (plaintiffs). 

Macleod, J.— The question in this notice is whether when the 
parties to a suit agree to refer the questions in dispute to arbitra- 
tion, one of the parties can apply to the Court under section 19 
of the Arbitration Act for stay of proceedings. 

It is contended by Mr. Robertson for the respondents that by 
section 2 of tho Act it is clear that the Act only deals with cases 
where references to Arbitration are made before proceedings 
are taken and, therefore, it would follow that unless there has 
been a submission to arbitration before the suit is filed, an 
application for stay of proceedings cannot be made under 
section 19. This is supported by the decision of the Appeal 
Court in Calcutta in the case of Bamjidas Poddar v. Tlowse'^^, 
in which the learned judges were decidedly of opinion that 
the Act only applied to cases where there had been a sub- 
mission to arbitration before the commencement of legal pro- 
ceedings. That case, of course, is entitled to the very best 
consideration I can give it. But apart from that case, I should 
certainly be inclined to decide that Mr, Robertson's argu- 
ment is correct and that the Act only applies to cases where 
references are made before proceedings are taken. No doubt, it 

») (1907) 35 Cal. 199. 
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woulii have been possible for the Legislature to legislate so that 
the Act should apply to cases where a reference is made after 
proceedings have been taken, but it is clear that they did not do 
so when they framed the Arbitration Act of 1899. Section 19 
seems to me perfectly clear. It says ; 

Wliei ‘0 any party to a submission to wbicli tliis Act applies or any person 
claiming under him, commences any legal proceedings &e, 

Therefore, such a person must be a party to a submission before 
the commencement of the proceedings. In this case it is admitted 
that the submission was made after the proceedings commenced, 
and, therefore, it is not competent for any party to apply under 
section 19 to stay the proceedings, 

Attorneys for the applicants; Messrs. Jams/iedj?) Busloinj! and 
Devidas. 

Attorneys for the opponents: Messrs. Matiihhai} Jamietram and 
Mai an. 

K. Mol. 


OPJGTNAJi CIVIL. 


Bijom Bit Banl Bcoiii OUef Jmtlcei and Mr. Justice Bixtelidor. 

SHAPURJI nOBMASJI HAEV'E!?, Appellant and Dependant, 
MOHOSSEH JACOB MOKOSBEH, Respondent and Flaintiep.^ 

Costs-- Gtmrdiim ad litem of a lunatie—Fmoml liahiUty of guardian io 
gga^ costs incmred hj ummessanj appeal. 

It© gaardian ad Utem appointed by the Court usually gets bis cost^ out of 
the estate of tbe defendant whom be represents if be does not recover them 
from the plaintiff, but when a guardian ad Utem takes it upon bimself to 
appeal against a decree, he puts bimself in tbe position of a next fiieud 
initiating proceedings, and no longer is in tbe portion of a passivo 
^ j^uardian ad litem. 


Original Suit No. 4i06 of IC07. 
Appeal Nc, 58 of 1908. 
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This was an application arising out of an appeal filed by the 
guardian ml liiem of a lunatic against a decision of Mr. Justice 
Macleod. The appeal was dismissed and the respondent awarded 
his costs out of the estate of the lunatic, the question of the 
costs of the appellant being reserved. The present application 
was made by the guardian to have his costs paid out of the 
estate. 

JPachJinh appeared for the applicant. 

•JoM appeared for the committee of the property of the 
lunatic, and submitted himself to the order of the Court. 

Scott, 0. J. — This is an application on behalf of the guardian 
litem of the defendant in this suit who is an adjudged lunatic, 
for an order allowing him to have his costs of an appeal filed by 
him in the suit out of the estate of the lunatic. 

The suit was originally filed by the plaintiff against the 
defendant upon a mortgage and deed of further charge and in 
consequence of the defendant's state of mind the present appli- 
cant was appointed his guardian ad liiem. The principal defence 
raised in the suit was that the defendant on the dates of the 
execution of the documents sued on was of unsound mind and that 
therefore he was not liable for the amount advanced by the plaint- 
iff* on those occasions. The suit was heard before Mr. Justice 
Macleod at great length and that learned Judge delivered a very 
careful judgment. The suit was dismissed but the guardian ad 
litem was allowed his costs out of the estate. He was not satis- 
fied, however, with the decision and filed an appeal against it. 
The appeal was argued before us and turned entirely upon the 
facts of the case and was dismissed. Shortly after the appeal had 
been filed, committees of the person and property of the defend- 
ant were appointed. The committee of the property is on ihi^ 
application represented by counsel. 

B is a fact, although our judgment will not be influenced by 
that fact, that the applicant was personally interested in defeating 
the claim of the plaintiff, because he is the brother of the defend- 
ant and in the event of the defendant’s death will succeed to a 
porj#ion of Ms property under the Tarsi Law. The guardian ad 
Utm appointed by the Court usually gets his costs out of the 
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estate of the defendant whom he represents if he does not recover 
them from the plaintiff,* hut when the guardian ail htem takes 
upon himself to appeal against a decree passed against the lunatic, 
whom he represents, he puts himself in the position of a next 
friend initiating proceedings, and no longer is in the position of 
a passive guardian ad Utm. 

Now the rule is that if proceedings instituted by the next 
friend are unnecessary or improper, and the next friend might, 
with reasonable care, have known them to be so, he must pay the 
costs personally. See Simpson on Infants, ( 2 nd. Edn.), p 454, 
The same rule has been laid down with regard to trustees who 
take upon themselves to appeal against the decision of the Court. 
In fe Walters the Court of Appeal in England refused to allow 
trustees their costs of the appeal out of a fund and ordered them 
to pay the costs. Bowen, L. J., said that in his opinion when there 
was an unsuccessful appeal relating to a fund, the appellant ought 
to be ordered to pay the costs } otherwise there would be a pre- 
mium upon unsuccessful appeals. Fry, L. J,, concurred and said ; 

"The trustees weio sufficiently piotected by the older of the Ooiiit 
below, and there w is uo ground foi tlicir coming to this Court 

Similarly in Uo? paite Brnsell Sir George Jessel said 5 

"In the Comity Court the tiustees might fairly say, ‘ We Want a decision 
lihout the atttlement,* hut, having had a decision, i£ they choose to appeal, 
they must take the consequences ” 

They were ordered personally to pay the costs of the appeal. 

Here, however, it is said that the guardian ad Ubem filed this 
appeal by the advice of his solicitor and counsel. That, however, 
is no reason for asking the Court to lessen the lunatic’s funds hy 
an order for payment of his costs in the unsuccessful appeal. 

In In re Beddoe. Downes v. Cottam Lindley, L. J., said: 

“Bata trustee who, without the sanetion of the Court, commeaces au 
artkm or defends an action nnsuocossfalty, does so at his own risk as regards 
tte costs, even if he acts on Counsel’s opinion j and when the tiustee seeks 
to oWam such costs out of his trust estate, he ought not to be allowed to 

(1) <1890) 84 S. J. 064* 


(^) (1882) 19 Ch 
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cliaige lIiGsii against his ooilm qm trust unless undei' reiy exceptional cir- 190D. 

cumstauoeg. If, indeed^ tlie J udgo comes to the conclusion that he would '""'shawb^ 

have authorized the action oi* defence had he been applied to, he might, in Houmasjx 

the exercise of his disci etion, allow the costs incuired by the trustee out of jytOHossiac 

the ©state ; but I cannot imagine any other circumstances undei which, the Jacob. 


costs of an unauthorized and unsuccessful action brought or defended by a 
tiustee could be properly thrown on the estate. Now, if in this case the 
trustee had applied by an oiigmating summons for lea\G to defend the 
action at the expense of the estate, I cannot suppose that any Judge would 
have authorized him to do so. Consequently, I should not myself have 
allowed these costs out of the estate.” 

Now, i£ the guardian acl litem in the present case had been in 
serious doubt as to whether he ought not to file the appeal, he 
could have adopted the coursej which was in fact adopted a month 
later, of obtaining an order of the Court for the appointment of a 
committee of the property. That committee could then have 
applied to the Court for advice as to whether an appeal should be 
filed or not ; and the guaidian ad Mem could have filed the 
appeal, if the Court thought it was a proper case, with the sanc- 
tion of the committee of the property. We do not think, how- 
ever, that this is a case in which the Oourfc could have sanc- 
tioned the appeal, for the appeal had nothing to recommend it. 
The guardian ad litem having chosen upon his own responsibility 
to file this appeal, must take the consequences to the extent of 
having to bear the costs of the appeal incurred by his authority. 

We are not asked on behalf of the lunatic to throw the 
costs of the successful respondent upon the guardian ad htem : 
so with regard to them, we make no order. 

We refuse the application. 

The applicant must pay the costs of the committee of the pro* 
perty on this application, 

Jpj)licatmi Tefmed* 

Attorneys for the guardian j Meem. Jehangir, GulahUmj ^ 
Billmofia* 

Attorneys for the committee: Messrs > Aidesliir, Ilowtasji, 
MmMw ^ Co. 

K. MCI. K. 
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CRIMINAL REVISION. 


BefoT$ Mr. JuBiice QMniaiml^ar and Mr* JmiUe Heaton. 


1909. 
October 6. 


IMPBBOB v. QkmSE BA.LVANT MODAE ^ 

High Court — Criminal reusional jnrisdtdtion. — Interference on questions of 
law — Bindings of facts when can he qmstioned — Grminal Fiocedicre Code 
(Act V of lS98)j section 4B!) — Indian Benal Code {Act XLV of 1800)^ 
BBcUons Bll, 1$4A— Attempt to commit offences-- Attempt to comuit the 
offence of sedition— Intention, a question of fact 


It is the settled practice of the High Cotiit of Bombay to leftise to interfeie, 
in the exeroise of Itg re visional juiisdictionj in legaicl to findings of fict, 
except on veiy exceptional giomids, such as a misstatement of evidence by ilio 
lower Court oi the mis-con-ti action of documents, or the placing by that Couit 
of the oms of proof on the accused contiaiy to the law of evidence. 


Quecn^Empress v. Shehh Baheh Bad,ntdmO -) ; Queen-Empress v MaJiomad 
Husani^) j and Queen-Empress v. Chagan I)agaram(^\ followed. 


Under tho Indian Penal Code (Act XLV of 1869) all that is necessaiy to 
constituto an attempt to commit an offence is some external act, something 
tangible and ostensible of which the law can take hold as an act showing pio- 
gress towaids the actual commission of the offence. It does not milter that 
the progrc'as was interrupted 

An attempt to publish sedition is comi>lote as soon as the accused knowmgl) 
soils a copy contaimng the seditious ariiele. It is none the less <in attempt 
bocaiiho something external to himself happens which prevents a peiiisal of the 
article by the hu;yeis oi any othei member of the public 

In cases of sedition, the question of intention is one of fact. 


Application for revision rtncler section 435 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code, against conviction and sentence passed by A. H. 
S. Aston, Chief Presidency Magistrate of Bombay. 

The accused was the manager of a newspaper selling agency 
called the Vartman Agency. This Vartman Agency was the sole 
agent for sale in India of a fortnightly periodical styled “ the 
SwarajV' which was printed and published in London. 

A 4 
% 

I * Cl iminal AppUeation for Bevision No. 379 of 190?, 

(t) <1888) 8 Bom 19'. (2) (1886) Uniep. Ci. Ca.s 2t4 

^ ♦ (8) flSOO) 14 Bom. 381. 
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One of the issues of the periodical contained an article entitled 
The Etiology of the Bomb in Bengal/^ which was charged as 
seditions within the meaning of section 124x1 of the Indian Penal 
Code. 

It appeared that the accused received by post an advance copy 
of the issue of the peiiodical in question* He advertised the 
same and aho reviewed it in a daily newspaper called the Bas/i- 
fra Mai^ which wnas published under his management. The sale 
copies of the issue weic later on received by him by a steamer 
paicel and all of them weie sold by the Vartman Agency* 

The accused was under these circumstances charged with 
having published the seditious article in India, an offence 
punishable under section 124 A of the Indian Penal Code, 1860. 
Ho was convicted of the offence and sentenced to suffer one 
montlPs simple imprisonment. 

The accused applied to the High Court. 

Baptuia, with F, F, JBItacUamhar and B* T. Bescu^ for the 
accused. 

Shmffman (Advocate-Qeiieial) instiucted by i7. Vieliohon 
(Public Prosecutor), for the 
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Ohani)A\ AHKAB, J. :~This is an application by Ganesh Balvant 
Modak for icvision of the conviction leeorded against and 
sentence passed upon him by the Chief Presidency Magistrate 
of Bombay under section 124A of the Indian Penal Code. The 
learned Magistrate has held that the petitioner has been guilty 
of the offence of attempting to excite feelings of disaffection 
towaids the Government established by law in British India by 
the sale of copies of a peiiodical called the SwmaJ cont lining ati 
article headed The JStiology of the Bomb in Bengal/^ which 
is seditious within the meaning of the section above mentioned. 

This finding of the Magistrate has been assailed before us on 
two grounds : first, that there has been no publication by the 
petitioner of the periodical in question, containing the aiticlo 
charged as seditious, and, secondly, that the article itself is not 
seditious within the meaning of section 124 A of the Indian 
Penal Code. 
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Ifc is to be remarked at tbe outset that both the question of 
publication and the question of the seditious character of the 
article are questions of fact^ which have to be determined on 
the evidence and by the light of surrounding circumstances. On 
these questions of fact, the learned Magistrate has recorded his 
findings with his reasons therefor in his judgment. What we 
are asked by the learned counsel for the petitioner to do is to 
appreciate the evidence and revise the Magistrate's findings of 
fact. But it has been the settled practice of this Court to refuse 
to interfere, in the exercise of our re visional jurisdiction, in 
regard to findings of fact, except on very exceptional grounds, 
such as a misstatement of evidence by the lower Court or the 
misconstruction of documents, or the placing by that Court of 
the onus of proof on the accused contrary to the law of evidence. 
Quem^Empre^^ v. Skelh Saheh Badrudin^^'^ i Queen- JEmpi esB v, 
MaJhomad ,* Queen-Empiess v. Ghagan 

On the question of publication, it is contended by the learned 
counsel for the petitioner that the facts proved do not constitute 
publication. The facts relied upon by him are these The 
petitioner received an advance copy of the from London 
on the 2nd of July by post. The bulk of the copies of the 
periodical sent for sale was delivered to him on the 26th of 
July, and he sold a number of them on that day. But from the 
2nd of July to the 26th oi: that month, the petitioner was 
occupied with other business than that of looking after the 
interests of the Swaraj^ and ho had no time to read the article 
in it charged as seditious. 

These, however, are not all tbe facts. There is evidence on 
the record to show that the petitioner is sole agent for the 
periodical for the whole of India, that he took great interest 
in it (exhibits S., 0. and F.) and that on the 15th of May 1909, 
he had written to the proprietor and editor of the periodical in 
London, asking for an advance copy by post that he might 
know what to expect and make use of his own daily paper in 
B^bay, the RasUra Mat, for the special advertisement of the 

(1) flSaS) 8 Bom. 107. m (1886) Dnrep. Cr, C. 244. 

(^) (18S0} 14 Bom. 331, 
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Swarq/\ It is aclmifetecl that an afivanoe oopy was sent and 
that the Swaraj was advertised in the MaMra Mat, of which 
the petitioner was manager, Farther, on the 10th of July, an 
article had appeared in the Bmhtia Mat noticing the Swaraj and 
its contents. Upon all this evidence it was competent for the 
Magistrate to find as a fact that the accused had read the article 
and knew its contents and character before the sale of the copies. 
It is conceded by the petitioner's counsel that, under the circum- 
stances of the case^ the onus lay on the petitioner to prove that 
he had not read the article. That oms^ the Magistrate finds, he 
has not discharged. No error of law has been pointed out to us 
to warrant our interference with the Magistrate's conclusion of 
fact on this question. 

But it is urged that there was no publication, because the 
prosecution has not led any evidence to prove that any of the 
buyers had read the article. In support of this contention, the 
petitioner's counsel, Mr. Baptista, relies upon a passage from 
Odgers on Libel, where it is said that an attempt to libel is not 
actionable unless it is effectual. That is, there must be a 
publication in fact. That the third person had the opportunity 
of reading the libel is not sufficient, if the Jury are satisfied 
that he did not in fact avail himself thereof, even though it is 
clear that the defendant desired and intended publication.^^ 
But, as the passage and the chapter in which it occurs as also 
the cases cited in illustration clearly show, the law stated by 
Dr. Odgers is applicable to actions for libel, not to criminal 
prosecutions. No suit can lie for damages for an ineffectual 
attempt to libel, because, the attempt failing, there is no injury, 
and in actions for libel proved or presumed injury to reputa-^ 
tion^Ms the cause of action. (Pollock on Torts, p. 245, 6th 
edition#) It is otherwise in criminal law, An attempt to commit 
an offence is under our Penal Code punishable. All that is 
necessary to constitute such an attempt is some external act, 
something tangible and ostensible, of which the lavr can take 
hold as an act showing progress towards the actual commission 
of the offence# It does not matter that the progress was inter- 
rupted. In the present case the attempt was for the purposes 
of law complete when the petitioner sold the copies. It was 
pi-4 
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none the loss an attempt, though something external to him 
happened which prevented a perusal of the article hy the buyers 
or’any other member of the public. 

The next question is whether the article is seditious within 
the meaning of section 124A of the Indian Penal Code, That 
depends on whether the article was intended to bring the Gov- 
ernment into hatred or contempt. The question of intention in 
such cases is one of fact. As pointed out by Sargent, C, J , in 
Byami Naik v, Lingap'pa^^'^, relying on a dictum of Lopes, J., in 
Noitlicoie V. , where, on the construction of a docu- 

ment by the light of surrounding circumstances, the question 
is entirely one of intention, it becomes '‘a simple question 
of fact as to which the decision of the Court below is con- 
clusive,'' Here it was a question gm ammo the article on " The 
^Etiology of the Bomb in Bengal ” was written. As such it 
resolved itself into a mere question of fact, on which the 
Magistrate’s finding must be treated by this Court as con- 
clusive, according to its settled practice in the exercise of 
its revisional jurisdiction, unless some error of law vitiated 
that finding. No such error has been so much as hinted at 
by Mr, Baptista, the learned counsel for the petitioner, in 
his full and careful argument. 

B\TtI do not wish to leave this part of the case at that 
point. Owing to the importance of tho question, we allowed 
te. Baptista to argue the case as if it were an appeal and not 
a mere revisional application. I have read the article most 
carefully with a view to form my own judgment as to its 
character. I can come to no other conclusion than that its 
object and intention is to bring the Government contemplated 
by section 124A into hatred and contempt. Mr. Baptista'S 
contention is that, though the writer has here and there used 
unhappy expressions, and language which is to be regretted, yet 
his intention, upon the whole, is to point out to Government 
^ that bombs and assassinations, described as " the outlandish 
^^hod-sof the West,” have come into existence in what the 
I regards as this land of a spiritual people, because of eer-< 

W (im) M p. (g) {Jg 7 a) 4 c. P. Div , 38^ 
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tain reactionary policy and repressive measures of Government ; 
and that the writer comments on that policy and those mea- 
sures with a view to secure their alteration by Government. 
But this contention ignores the leading ideas and the promi- 
nent innuendoes of the article. The article begins with the 
statement that the people have become helpless against their 
“oppressor or opponent,” i.e,, the Government; it contrasts 
the European as “material, gross, mean, degrading,” with 
the people of this country as being endowed with instincts 
“emotional, spiritual, refined and ^uplifting.” The Govern- 
ment is charged with, on the one hand, bringing into exist- 
ence “the scoundrel patriot,” “the self-seeking loyalist who 
sells his conscience and his country for a post under the 
Government or a retainer in Crown cases or for the mere 
refined bribe of an honorary title,” and with, on the other, 
either deporting “the Nationalist” or compelling him by 
its policy to go into “exile.” To petition Government for 
any relief or right is practically represented as “old mendi- 
cancy.” The insinuation is that petitioning Government for 
any right or relief is not only useless but degrading. The 
Executive is charged with having first resorted to “excesses” 

“ either to terrorise the people or to exasperate them to any 
acts of counter-violence ” ; and when that failed, with having 
taken no action to protect Hindus against Mahomedan law- 
lessness, out of “ secret sympathy ” for “ the acts of Moslem 
rowdyism.” All this, according to the writer, steeped the 
people in a sense of helplessness, with the result that the t 
newspaper Sandhya advised the people to resort to the use ’ 
of the homh for self-protection. The writer characterises I 
that advice as “a lawful appeal,” and winds up with the 
dhservation that, when the SandJi^Js advice was followed 
and the homh appeared, “it was a great achievement for 
people who had never received any regular training,” 

The intention and moaning of all this is obvious. In short, 
the Government, according to the writer, is composed of a 
race which is materialistic and]mean ; it has proved the people^s 
oppressor i it is demoralising them hy turning out scoundrel 
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patriots; it IS irritating them by repressive measures; it has 
esasperated them to acts of violence; it has secretly allowed 
Mahomedan ‘‘rowdies” to attack Hindus; and all this has 
served to bring the bomb into existence. The rise of the 
bomb is represented by the writer as “lawful/’ and “not 
criminal” under the state of things portrayed by him. 
Throughout the^ attempt is to create the impression that the 
Government exists for the satisfaction of its own cupidity, 
and has not a smgle redeeming feature. Even the peace of 
the country, enjoyed under the Government, is referred to 
ironically. Such wiating cannot but have been meant by the 
writer to bring the Government into contempt and hatred 
and to excite feelings of disaffection against it. I agree with 
the learned Magistrate that the article is seditious within the 
meaning of section 124A of the Indian Penal Code. 

Accordingly the conviction and sentence must be confirmed 
and the rule discharged. 


Heatoh, J. s— T his is a revisional [application ; it has been 
ar^ed at a great length, and all that is to be said has been 
said on both sides. What we have to decide is whether there 
has been any miscarriage of justice. I do not think there has. 
ihe article has been read and commented on, and I have read 
it agmn very carefully. I summarize it very briefly by sayimr 
^at the writer tells us that the grievances of the people 
Bengal are so pressing; that the Government is so bad; that 
e chance of redress of their grievances is so remote, that the 
people in self-detence have been driven to the use of the bomb 

me tJffiT " this article, and it seems to* 

me that it is absolutely correct, I can only infer that the writer 

^e al and that it was his object to spread that feelina- of 
baked to otters. That brings the article and the writer oAhe 

^ distributor (the 

^^ed) also comes within that section. There is no doubt 

® » «nscionrfy, 

Ji t at . is^ of the nature and purport of this arible. 
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then he also comes within this section. I can find no good 
reason for supposing that the Magistrate has not correctly 
decided that the accused had read the article ; that be was in a 
position to appreciate its meaning and that he did consciously 
take part in disseminating that wicked and seditious publica- 
tion* Therefore I concur that the conviction and sentence 
should be confirmed. 

Application rejected, 

k; U. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Sir Basil Scott, Kt,, QJdef Justice^ Mr, Justice Chandavarkar 
and Mr. Justice Batchelor, 

DAYALDAS LALDAS WANI (oeigikal DrrBNDAxr Ho. 2), Appeilant, 
SAYITEIBAI AJfD OPHERS (origin AL jPLAIJfPIPFS), BeSPONDENTS.’* 

Uindu LawSticcession-^Stridhan-^AmadM^a — Sons and daughters 

succeed equally — Among daughters unmarried have preference — MayuJcha* 

A Hindu female, governed by the Mayukha, died leaving property which j^he 
inherited from her father, under a deed of gift subsequent to her marriage. 
She left her surviving three daughters and one son. A dispute as to succession 
having arisen : — 

Meldi that the property being amadheya stridban, should be divided equally 
among the son and daughters t with this difference, however, as to the latter, that 
the unmarried should have preference over the married. 

Asliabai v, Eqgi Tgeh Saji EaliimiuUaO-) and Sitdbai v. Wmantraoi^), 
followed. 

Second appeal from the decision of C. C. Dutt, Joint Judge of 
Th^na^ confirming the decree passed by S; A, Gupte, Subordinate 
Judge at DAhanu. 

Suit to recover possession of property. 

The property in question belonged to a Hindu female, Varubai, 
who received it from her father by way of gift subsequent to her 
marriage. She had three daughters and one son. 

, * Second Appeal Ho. 665 of 1907. 

CD (l8Sg) 9 Bom. 116 at p. 126^ (2) (1901) 3 Bom. L. R, 20L 
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The parties were governed hy the Mayukha law, 

Varuhai died in 1894. Her son Dinkar died in 1903, After 
Dinkar’s death, bis widow leased the property to defendant 
No. 1 for a term of B1 years, in satisfaction of a debt due by 
Dinkar, A little later, one Ohhotalal, another creditor of Dinkar, 
obtained a money-decree against Dinkar and in execution of that 
decree had the property sold to defendant No. 2, 

Varuhai s daughters then filed a suit to recover possession of 
the property, alleging that they were the preferential heirs to 
the same. Their claim was decreed by the Subordinate Judge, 
who remarked as follows : — 


“ Vambai leeeived the property in gift from her father. It is, tlierefoie, 
Saudayik, and the daughters of Varuhai, that isthepiesent plaintifts, me the 
preferential heirs {Manilal v. Bai Rewa, I. L E. 17 Bom. 758).” 

This decree was confirmed by the lower appellate Court, on 
the following grounds : — 


In 17 Bom. 758, Telang, J , after examiniiig all tlie older cases lias laid 
down that in the case of stedhan proper the daughter has a preferential right 
over a son, though it is not so in the case of improper son. ...... The gift here 

isstridhanpropei; andacooidingtol7Bom. 768, there is no doubt that the 
daughters aio the profeiential heirs and the Subordinate Jndge’s order is correct. 
The appellant says that this view is notin accordance with the ruling in Sitabai 
V. Watmtmo (3 Bom. L. B. 201). But this latter case deals with the difference 

ta&tWeen the strldhan inherited from the father’s family and stiidhan inherited 
the husband’s famdy and lays down that there is no difference between 
these as far as the question of inheritance is concerned. Bat there is no such 
clear mention of property received by gift of the soi-t we have to deal with 
here. The opinion of Telang, J., m 17 Bombay is on the other hand clear on 
this point. As to the applicability of Mayukha there is no doubt for the plaiatifls 
have not shown that they have migrated from some other tract where the Mitak- 
shara applies. However, as 1 have held that the daughters are preferential heirs 
Mcordmg to the Slaynkha in this case, it does not much matter whether 
Mayukha or Mitakshara applies. According to the latter, the appellant admits 
that the daughters would be the heirs of Varuhai.” 






, vu i/uc uouru# 

S. £ao, for the appellank^The property in question is 
m invaMe^a stridhan of Yarubai. The succession to such 
^es of stridhan is laid down in the Yyavahara Mayukha 
(Chap. IV, See. X, pi. 13, Maiidlik,p, 95), 



70Ij. XXXIV.] BOMBAY SEBIES. 387 

If Manu’s text be interpreted literally, then the 
stridhan descends to sons and daughters equally. Mitakshara’s hxvxT.ms 

gloss upon it, however, is that sons inherit only in default of ^ 
daughters. Nilkantha does not accept the Mitakshara view, for SAviiaiBAi. 
he says that in the opinion of others (paretu) both sons 

and daughters inherit this species of stridhan equally. The use 
of the word “pareiw’’ indicates that Nilkantha differed from 
the Mitakshara view. The word is used generally when the 
writer desires to indicate his dissent from writers of established 
repute. See Nagoji Bhatt’s Paribhashendu Shekhara, l)r. Kiel-* 
horn's Translation, p. 299. 

The very next placitum shows how stridhan is to be divided 
among the daughters. If there be both an unmarried and 
married daughters, the former takes a share equal to that of a 
son, while the latter are to receive a trifling portion of the 
inheritance as a mere token of respect. This placitum would 
be meaningless if the Mayukha were taken as adopting the view 
of the Mitakshara. 

The Mitakshara makes no distinction between the technical 
and non-technical stridhan for purposes of inheritance. It lays 
down one simple rule of devolution for all kinds of stridhan 
except Shulka, The Mayukha does not adopt the rule. It 
distinguishes between the technical and non-technical stridhan 
and provides for separate rules of succession for each. Tt adopts 
the Mitakshara rule so far as the technical stridhan is concerned, 
with this exception that the Anvadheya and Prittidatta descend 
to sons and daughters alike. But the non-technical stridhan 
goes to the male issue in preference to the female issue s Mmiidl 
Eewadat v. Bai 

The text-writers on Hindu law have accepted the same inter- 
pretation of the Mayukha view. See West and Bllhler, p. 145 
(Srd Edn.) j Bannerjee on Stridhan, p, 870 (2nd Edn.) j Bhat- 
taolmrya's Hindu Law, p. 683 (2nd Edn.); Ghose’s Hindu Law, 
p. 281 (2nd Edn,); Mayne's Hindu Law, p. 898, section 671 
(7th Edn,). 


(1) (1892) 17 Bom. 75?. 
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The MayulsJja agrees in this respect with other texts: see 
Smriti Chandriha, pp. 125, 12S j Vira Mitrodaya, pp. 228, 229 ; 
and Vivada Chintamani, pp. 266, 267. 

The decided cases also support my contention, see Ashalai v. 
Maji Tyel Saji JRahiint'dla^^^ and Sitdiai v. Wasanirao^^\ 

JT. N. Koyajee, for the respondent —The two Bombay decisions 
cited by the other side were by single Judge and full arguments 
on the present point do not seem to have been advanced. 

I submit that Nilkantha means to lay down in the Mayukha 
that succession to Anvadheya stridhan goes to the daughters alone 
whether there be sons or not, and if Nilkantha has not himself 
expressed any definite opinion on the point, the opinion of the 
Mitakshara which he quotes in full and from which he does not 
show an express dissent, must prevail. See Fasudev dhat v. 
Tenhateth Smhliav’^^ and Knslimji VyaitMesh v. 'Pmd'urmg^^ . 

The expression pm etu ” cannot import dissent. Dr. Kielhorn’s 
remark in parenthesis relied on by the other side cannot be 
accepted as a general rule, I submit that the very fact that the 
Mitakshara view is cited and the contrary view is briefly 
alluded to without naming the authors or without any concur- 
rence, shows that Nilkantha meant to adopt the Mitakshara view. 

[Chandavabkae, J. : — The text as to the further distinction 
between married and unmarried daughters which is ascribed to 
Manu in Mandlik at p. 95, is not to be found in Manu.] 

The author of the text seems to be Brihaspati and not Manu. 
Thus, Nilkantha quotes Brihaspati's text and explains it as 
meaning that the daughter gets the share of a son. I submit 
that the expression “fadamMni pnimsamamsliim ” does not 
mean that the daughter takes an equal share along with the son, 
but it only means that she takes a share which a son would have 
taken. The preference between married and unmarried daughters 
would only be intelligible if sons are excluded. 

The remarks of Telang, J at the end of his judgment in Maithl 
Mswadat V. Bai Bew(AF> also support my contention. 

W (1882) » Bom. 115 at p. 126. (3) (1873) 10 Bpm, H. a E, 1®. 

W (1901) 8 Bom. L. E. 203. ( 4 ) ( 1375 ) la Bom, H. 0. E, 66 , 

® (1892) 17 Bom. 758, 
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Ohakbatabkab^ J. :---The facts, material for the purposes of 
the question of Hindu law argued before us, are shortly these* 

One Yarubai died possessed of property and lett her surviving 
a son, by name Dinkar, and three daughters. The property in 
dispute formed the mvuidlieija ^fndhem of Yarubai, she having 
recei\;'ed it in gift fcom her father after her marriage. • 

The daughters of Yarubai, who are respondents before us, were 
plaintiffs in the suit, which has led to this second appeal# They 
claimed the property as sole heirs of their mother. The appellant 
before us asserted his right to it under a title derived at a Court 
sale from Yariibai’s son Dinkar. His case was that Dinkar was 
the sole heir of Yarubai. 

Both the Courts below have awarded the respondents’ claim, 
holding that they were the heirs of Yarubai. 

The question argued before us is, whether the son and the 
daughters of Yarubai take the property as joint heirs of their 
deceased mother, or whether the daughters alone take it as heirs 
in preference to the son. 

It was held by Green, J, in Ihmy Shankar v. Krkhiafao^^^ 
that the term amadlieija applied only to a gift to a woman 
from her husband or his family subsequent to her marriage. 
In Jshaiai v. Ilaji Tyel Hajb PuiUmtulkd^'^ Sargent, C. J, 
sitting as a single Judge, hold that sons and daughters were 
all entitled as heirs to share equally in the anvailheya htiidlmi 
of their deceased mother. This latter* decision was followed 
by the late Chief Justice of this Court, Jenkins, 0. J., also 
sitting as a single Judge, in Sdalaiv. If asanfrao^^\ where he 
pointed out that, in limiting the meaning of anmdheyu dndhan 
to a gift made to a woman by her husband or his family after 
marriage, Green, J., had been misled by the wrong rendering 
by Borradaile of the passage in the Mayukha dealing with the 
question of succession to that skidhan. The view taken of the 
Markka law in these two decisions is the same as that taken 
by West and Biihler in their Digest (page 145, 8rd Edition), by 

0) Salt No. 84 of 1878, XJnrep. Note Tlio Editor has not been able to verify this 
reference as the proceedings in this suit could not be found. 

9 Bom. 115 at p. 120. (8) (1901) 3 Bom. Ii B. 201. 
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Sir Gurudas Banerjee in his Tagore Law Lectures on the Hindu 
Law of Marriage and Stridhan (page 371, 2nd Edition), and 
by Mr. Bhattacharya in hig “ Commentaries on Hindu Law ” 
(page 583, Second Edition). 


It is contended for the respondents that the decisions of 
Sargent, C. and Jenkins, 0. J., rest upon a misapprehension of 
the passage in the Mayukha, which deals with the question of 
succession to anvadke^a stridhan ; that Nilakantha doss not state 
hia own opinion on the question whether sons and daughters 
share equally or whether the daughters take the property to the 
exclusion of the sons j but that he merely states the opinion of 
the Mitakshara and that of others who differ from it. Under 
these circumstances, it is urged, we must apply to the case the 
law of the Mitakshara, on the established principle of this Court 
enunciated in Vasiideo BJiat v VrnMesh BanWiav'-^') and Ktislmji 
Vijml-atesh v. 'Pandmtng^'^\ that, wherever Nilakantha expresses 
no opinion of his own, conformity with the Mitakshaia should 
be aimed at, as far as consistency will allow, in cases governed 
by the law of the Mayukha. 


This contention is founded upon a misconception of the 
import of the language used by Nilakantha in dealing with the 
question of succession to amadhega stiidhui (a gilt subsequent to 
marriage). Ho first mentions the opinion of the Mitakshara; 
then he states the contrary opinion in the following terms 




' itnu a giiTi tMougii 

afledion, ihe association of dangWers and sons is independentlv hid down 
(by this text).” (Maadlik’s Hindu Law, page 96). 




more than express the opinion of those who differ from m 
Mitakshara without stating his own view, the respondent’s 
pleader loses sight of the fact that the form of expression used 
in the passage is not uncommonly employed by an author in 
teknt when he means to state his own view on a point under 
d^imon. He would first state the opinion of the author frota 
whom he means to differ, and then express his own opinion hy 


(I8f8) 19 B0((f H* 0. It. 130. 


( 2 ) (1875) 12 Bom. B.C.?. 0 ^, 
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using such language as ofehers^ however, say ^^-^{pafs tu^ or , 

anpe both of which have the same meaning in Sansk4t). 

Another mode of expressing dissent from the opinion of an author 

is to state that opinion and say : Some^ however, say /* {heeJiit SlTirKiBAL 

tu)^ Of this form of expression, however, it must be observed 

that, more than the other form, it depends on the context whether 

it should be interpreted in the same sense as the expression •— 

Others, however, say/’ because the word others^’ is primcl 
/aeie more comprehensive than the word some There is yet 
a third mode. Where an author differs from older authors on a 
point, ho states the opinion of the latter as that of ancient 
authors and expresses his dissent in these words : — Modern 
authors {m vanehaha or navy aha) however, say By modern 
the writer is presumed to refer to himself as one falling in the 
category of authors later than the ancient, 

» The reason why this indirect form of language is not uncom- 
monly used to express dissent is that it is considered unbecoming 
and presumptuous on the part of a writer to adopt such expres- 
sions as I think so or I say so or I am of opinion, 
especially when he is differing from another author of repute and 
recognised authority. It is regarded as a mark of culture and 
scholarship for an author to express his own opinion modestly and 
humbly, in differing from another author. When he states the 
latter^s opinion and then says others, however, take a different 
view by others he implies his own humble self 

This mode of expressing dissent is employed, for instance, by 
Nagoji Bhatta in his FanlJmlienduBhelhara (page 106, last line: 

Kielhorn’s Edition), and his Shaldendmlielhara* It is adopted ^ ^ 
also by Jagannatha in his Rasagangadhma (Nirnaya Sagara ^ ^ 

Edition, page 276 and page 501). Among Sanskrit scholiasts it ^ 

isla rule of construction that, when these forms of expression 
ueour in a work, they should be interpreted, generally speaking, 
as meaning that the author who uses them intends thereby to 


#The foliowlng note is by tbe distbgnisbtd Onenljalist, Ur. B. 0. Bbandarbar s«-« 
Whm the opinion of an author is quoted by his name and afterwards another 
o;^nion is given and introduced by the words pare iu, the lisnal way ot understanding 
is tlmt this last is the opinion of the author himself 
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represeat that the dissenting opinion is either his own or is shared 
by him. 

Nilakantha, therefore, in the passage above quoted from the 
Mayukha, may be fairly presumed to have dissented from the 
opinion of the Mitakshara and to have stated it as his own opinion 
that both sons and daughters are joint heirs to the mvailheya 
stridhan of a woman. 

This interpretation of Nilakantha’s meaning is confirmed by 
what follows immediately after the passage quoted above from 
the Mayukha. He proceeds to point out a distinction with refer- 
ence to the daughters. As to them he says, the unmarried come 
in as heirs before the married. In support of that distinction he 
quotes a text of Manu which provides 

‘^Stridhan (woman’s property) goes to her childi'en, (for) the 
daughter is a sharer thereof, provided she be not given away (in 
marriage).^’ (Mandlik’s Hindu Law, page 9.5, linos 38 to S6). 

Having quoted this text, Nilakantha explains what Manu 
means by the expression : “ the daughter is a sharer thereof, 
(padamsUni), It means, says Nilakantha, that the daughter 
becomes the receiver of a share equal to (that of the) son 
This explanation would be out of place, if Nilakantha meant to 
accept the opinion of the Mitakshara that the sons and daughters 
do not inherit jointly but that the daughters come in in the line 
of heirs first and that the sons take only in default of them. It 
)jis because the son is, in Nilakantha’s view, a sharer with the 
daughter that he says that the daughter’s share is equal to the 
son’s. That is why he concludes his treatment of the subject by 
citing Katyayana’s text, which piovides that “sisters having 
husbands should share with brothers,” (Mandlik, page 96, line 2). 

These considerations, coupled with the fact that, in dealing 
Wife the question of succession to iiriihan property, Nilakantha 
treats the two forms of technical stridjian, known respectively as 
mpMkeya (a gift subsequent) and daifa (gift through 
S^stion) separately from the other technical forms, make it clear, 
beyoi^ doubt, that, in his opinion, daughters and sons are joint 
heics to the former and share equally. 
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It i&> liowe%"er; argned for tbe respondents that it cannot be so 
because, later on, after pointing out on the strength of a t^xt of 
Katyayana that, in default of daughters and their issue, ^^tho 
sons, grandsons and the rest^^ (of the deceased) should succeed, Satitbibat, 
Nilakantha remarks : This right (of inheritance) of daughters 
and the rest in the mother’s property exists only in (respect of) 
the adhyagnl, adJiymahmula^ and other aforesaid (kinds of the) 
technical nindlimiP (Mandlik, page, 97, lines 7 to 11). This 
remark is made merely for the purpose of emphasising the dis- 
tinction which, in Nilakantha^s opinion, exists betw^’cen stridhan 
technically so called and other kinds of siridhan* He says that 
the right of daughters to succeed to their mother^s property exists 
only as to technical Bindkan, That does not mean that the right 
is exclusive of the right of sons in the case of every kind of 
technical BkuUcm without exception* The daughter succeeds to 
her mother^s stridlum^ v/hether she inherits it jointly with a son 
or to his exclusion. In short, the purpose of Nilakantha^s obser- 
vation is no more than to show that a son excludes the daughter ^ 

in all cases except technical 5 /nVWrm. It does not follow from 
that that the son does not share equally with the daughter in 
certain kinds of technical sindJian, such as a gift subsequent 
{amadheya) and a gift through afiection {prUi daUa)m 

The result is that, as held in Asha bat v. Eaji Tyel Hajt JRahki’- 
tnllcd^^ by Sargent, 0. J., tod in Hiiahai v. Wauinirao Nada 
Morobcd^^ by Jenkins, 0, J., under the law of the Mayukha, when 
a Hindu woman dies possessed of stiidhin property called 
amadheya (a gift subsequent to marriage), and the claimants to 
that property are her son and daughters, these all become entitled 
to share the property equally as heirs, with this difference, how- 
ever, as to daughters, that the unmarried have preference over 
the married, 

In the present ease, Varubai on her death left her surviving 
one son and three daughters. The question, whether any of the 
daughters was unmarried at the time of VaruhaFs death when 
the succession opened, was not raised in either of the Courts 
below, because the daughters claimed the right of heirship jointly 



in (1883) 9 Bom, 115, 


m (1901)8Bo]ii.L.B.201. 
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to the exclusion of the son. From the conclusion of law we have 
arnved at, it follows that the son and the daughters of Varuhai 
hecamo co-owners having equal shares in the property. They 
have no right to eject the appellant, who stands in the shoes of 
the son. But, though the exclusive title set up by them is nega- 
tived by our conclusion of law, yet relief can be given to them 
mthis suit for ejectment by way of joint possession with the 
appellant ; WaTani/iai v. But before a decree for 

joint possession is passed, it is necessary to determine whether all 
or any of the respondents (plaintiffs) were unmarried when their 
mother Varubai died, because it is only the unmarried who 
would be entitled to share in the property with the son in 
preference to the married. Unless the parties are agreed on this 
question of fact, we must ask the lower Court to find on the 
following issue after taking such evidence as either party may 
adduce : — 

V plaintiffs, iinmarriecl wlien tieir mother 

V aniku died and the snccession to the property iu dispute opened ? 

The onus will lie in the first instance on the plaintiffs. 

linding to be returned within three months. 

On its^ return there will be a decree for joint possession in 
tavour of those entitled. 


(I) (1901) re Bom. 141, 


E. B. 


CRIMINAL APPELLATE. 


Before Mr. Justiee Chandavmiar and Mr. Justice Beaton, 
EMPlEOlt ». GANESH DAMODAR SAYARKAE*. 

Indian Penal Code {MtXLV of I860), seetimis 107, 108, 121, 

, Sedition'— Waff wg ofwaf, 

f coi.taini«g oightoen poems, of which four were 
% ^matter of the chiuge. The general trend of the poems charged, as 
t , M Kwaaunng ontaj m the hook evinced a spirit of bloodthirstiness and 

* Criminal: ippeal No. 290 of 3909 . 
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mwdetous eagerness directed against tlie Governmontj conveyed tlie iirgenoy 
of taking tip tlie sword, and made an appeal of blood-thirsty incitement to 
the people to take tip the sword> form secret societies and adopt guerilla 
warfare for the purpose of rooting out the British rule, 

JSeldf that the accused committed the offence of abetting the waging of war 
(section 121 of the Indian Penal Code), by the publication of the poems charged. 

Seld} further, that the Court was entitled to look into the poems other than 
those forming the subject-matter of the charge, for tlio purpose of finding out 
the intention of the writer and tlio design of the publication* 

J?er CuANDAT ABZAR, *7". : Under the Indian Penal Code, the waging or 
levying of war and the abetting of it are put upon the same footing by 
section 121 : that is, the abetting of waging of war is under the Code as much 
an offence of tieason as the waging of war itself. 

The word « abetment ” is defined in section 107 of the Code and one of its 
moanings, as given there, is instigating any person to do anything/’ This 
meaning is not excluded by anything that occurs in section 121. The general 
law is laid down in sections 107—120 of the Code. According to it, « to con- 
stitute the offence of abetment it is not necessary that the act abetted should 
be committed, or that the effect requisite to constitute the offence should be 
caused/* This applies to the abetment of the waging of war against the King 
as much as to the abetment of any other offence under the Code. The only 
difference created between the former offence and other offences is that, while 
under the general law as to abetment a distinction is made for the purposes of 
punishment between abetment which has succeeded and abetment which has 
failed, section 121 does away with that distinction so far as the offence of 
waging war is concerned, and deals equally with an abettor whose instigation 
has led to a war and one whose instigation has taken no effect whatever. ^ And 
that for this simple reason that such a crime more than any other must be 
sharply and severely dealt with at its very first appearance and nipped in the 
bud with a strong baud. 

Per Ebatoz, J. Under section 107 of the Indian Penal (Me there may 
be instigation of an unknown person. 

The word « abet ** as used in section 121 of the Code, has the same meaninc^ 
as is given to it by section 107. The ‘'abetment^’ meant by section 121 is 
not necessarily confined to abetment of some war in progress. There may be, 
and usually, is instigation of rebellion before rebellion actually begins ; that kind 
of instigation is under the Code abetting waging war against the King. 

Bo long as a man only tries to inflame feeling, to excite a state of mind, he 
is not guilty of anything more than sedition. It is only when he definitely 
and clearly incites to action that he is guilty of instigating and therefore 
abetting the waging of war, 
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Appeal from conviction and sentence recorded by B. 0. Ken- 
nedy, Sessions Judge of Nd^siK. 

The accused was charged with oflfences punishable under 
sections 121 and 124A of the Indian Penal Code. 

The facts were that early in 1908, he published a booklet styled 
^^The Laghu Abhinav Bharat Mala/' It contained in all 
eighteen poems in number, of them, the poems which formed the 
subject-matter of the charge, were those numbered 5, 7, 9, 17 
(verses 4-7). They ran as follows 

Y. An old moral stoi*3r<B 

'Oh! you akmt hearted, hear an interest iiig sLory; lovingly keep in (your 
minds, the l)eantiful moraK-) of it. 

This (sort of) fun has taken place over and over again from ancient times ; the 
hlaek god of black (people) gives a drubbing to the foreign demons. 

2. Madhu and Ivaitabhf^) were foreign demons on inimical terms with the 
creator ; Visliini, the Idack (god) of the blacks, destroyed them in no time. 

3. Similarly when the foreign demon named IJiranyaksha became very 
powerful, the black YarahaW sen him to the kingdom of (the god of) death. 

4* Tlie sable Bhree Ram took up cudgels on belialf of the blacks and 
killed the arrogant alien ruler Bavau. 


I). Oh ! alien Ivansa : do not truly give yourself airs through the intoxication 
of royal (authority) ; the dark Krishna the god of the blacks will destroy (C) yon, 

6. The dark complexioned lord SUivaji (was) to the blacks a good (and) 
stout hearted friond j the alien Mleehhas liave had (a taste of) his Maratha 
hospitality. 

7. If any foreign Eakshas boeome irresistibly insolent in futiuv, king Kali 
of the blacks will drive them beyond the seas (or the Indus). 

Yir, Sentiment of the people of Shivaji’s times. 

(In these verses the sentiments entertained by the people at the time of 
Shivaji’s birth are described). 

L The Aryans invoke (Grod) Oanesh. to destroy (their state of) depend- 
ence. Oh God ! take the sword in Iiand and be ready for battle. (Chorus). 
Oh (God) ! the demons of dependence have produced great misery on the earth ; 
the people have been harassed ; Oh ! auspicious one of the world, fondle them 


(4) Boar, an incarnation of Vishmx. 

(6) Literally, shewed him the darbar. 
(0) Literally, make turmeric powder 
of you. 
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2. TMs demon m more(i) cruel (and) irresistibly powerful than BindburC^), 
In a drama of fraud we say he is treacherous, a cut-throat and a wretch. 

S. Petitions and prayers have often been, presented and offered in humble 
prostrations. Bat he, really the meanest of all, does not yield to our 
supplications. 

4 Only one remedy is left now (and that is) strikingCS) with the sword. 
I'his wicked being must, anyhow, be destroyed by various meansC^), 

5. The powerless mouse, (on which you usually) ride, will be crushed en- 
tirely on the battlefield $ and, therefore, I tell you to mount on a steed as swift 
as the wind. 

6. .0 Munificient one ! be similarly armed with new weapons. These old 
weapons are now not of much use in battle. 

7. , hTever give (open) battle to the enemy, his army is vast. Guerrilla tactics 
should be resorted to, as they are the mainstay of a small force. 

8. The whole of this plan should be carried out secretly by gathering 
together hardy patriots who are like a bouquet of beautiful dowers. 

9. On your achieving some slight success the immortal kings of various 
places and also their Sardars will, indeed, come to assist you. 

10. Oh Lord 1 May you kill the demon and give victory to the people, and 
grant mother earth ! Oh (lord) I the beautiful and suspicious wreath of independ- 
ence. 

13. Hearing this invocation of the Aryas, God Ganpati was deeply touched 
and then having incarnated himself as Shivaji, he killed the (demon of) de- 
pendence. 

IX; Who obtained independence without war ? 

1, Was glorious Hama, sable as a cloud, a fool to have freed his mother, the 
earth, from servitude ? Did he then wage war to no purpose ? Who obtained in- 
dependence without w^ar ? 

2. How many petitions did the people of Netherlands send ? Those princes 
of mendicancy offered many a prayer to (their) enemy. Bid they then obtain 
their kingdom ? Who obtained independence without war ? 

B. Ask the Greeks themselves how they achieved their national emancipa- 
tion. (There are) no other paths leading to emancipation than war. Who 
obtained independence without war ? 

4. The Swiss did not (merely) offer weak resistance (to the enemy) through 
fear of the armies of wicked persons, (they) quickly proceeded to (perform) the 
sacrifice of a good war. Who obtained independence without war ? 
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(4) Literally, efforts. 
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5. fjrolwotild Bot l)eiid (th.e knee) to hear enemies. She would not (also) 
cl^ose (a policy of) beggary, bke rather appealed to her own sword. Who Ob’- 
tamed independence without wax ? 

6. Had the great Sbivaji any eager desire to sacrifice in Tain the Iwes of 
others ? (But) of how many (of his) bretlieia had (he) to shed the blood ? Who 
obtained independence without war P 

7* Similarly, heroic Italy struggled manfully on the battle-field by founding 
(her) secret societies in good time. Hood fox tune followed (V her spontane- 
ously. Who obtained independence without war P 

8. The Americans did the same. They fought and drove away their country’s 
sel'Vitude. Then that sex vitude fled towards the last. Who obtained independ* 
enoe without war P 

9, Know it to be an established tiutlx of the past that no one is able to ob« 
teiix independence without war. He who desires Swaiaja must wage war. 
Who obtained independence without war ? 

The prayer of the Mavalas to God Shiv. 

^ ^ ^ m ^ m 

XVIL 4. At night the leaders full of love, hold secret consultations 
in the interest of their country and though i fully weigh the strength of the 
enemies with a view to conquer them. 

5. The youtlis whose minds are longing for battle unfurl the flags orer their 
steeds 5 like wise * * «* «> , 


Men by taking exeioises in the gymnasmm belonging to secret society 
have, indeed, under difficulties developed sti’ong wrists. 

7. And in the like manner, behold, 0 Lord, the naked (i e , unsheathed) 
swords, being as it were the beloved wives of heroes have grown highly impa- 
tient to swim in pools of blood. 


The accused was tried before the Sessions Judge of NAsik 
with the aid of assessors: the Judge agreeing with the 
assessors found the accused guilty of having attempted to excite 
disaffection towards His llajesty the King Emperor (section 
124A of the Indian Penal Code) and of having abetted the 
waging of war against the King Emperor (section 121A of the 
Code). The accused was sentenced to undergo rigorous imprison- 
toent for two years for the first offence ; and to transportation 
iSf^ life with forfeiture of property, for the second. 

* The accused appealed to the High Court. 

liearing, the Court directed all the poems in the book to 
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fp literally, came calling after her. 
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Baptuta (with him B. V. Besai)) for the accused.— We submit 
that the conviction and sentence under section 121 of the Indian 
Penal Code are contrary to law. First, because, the poems 
charged have no reierence to the Government of India or to the 
present time ; and, second, because (1) the poems charged do not 
constitute abetment of waging war against the King as contem- 
plated by section 121 ; and (2) tliat they do not even amount to 
abetment as deBned by section 107 of the Code. 

[Counsel here commented on all the poems charged and 
contended that all they conveyed was merely mythological 
allusion ; and they referred to times long since past. He said 
that viewed as such they have no reference near or remote to the 
present Government of India ; and did not constitute any of the 
oflfences charged. He went on.] 

Assuming for argument’s sate that the poems do refer to the 
British Government, then we say that they do not fall within the 
purview of section 121, In England, there are two kinds of 
levying war— one against the person of the King and the other 
against the Majesty of the King : In re Gordoffi-\ The former 
kind seems to have been contemplated by section 121 ; the section 
does not take in the second kind at all. To wage war in order 
to subvert the Government of India would he to wage war against 
the Majesty of the King; but it is no offence under section 121. 

Assuming that section 121 includes the 'waging of war against 
the Majesty of the King, then even the accused has committed 
no offence. The lower Court has found him guilty of abet- 
ment of waging war under section 121, We submit abetnienti 
under section 121 is not the same as abetment under section 107. 
To abet under section 121 means joining or aiding an existing 
insurrection* This appears from the illustrations to the section. 
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Assuming, however, that abetment under section 121 is the 
same as abetment defined in section 107, the facts of this case do 
not constitute abetment under section 107. For first, there is no 
iasiagation in fact whatever. Secondly, there must be evidence 
to show that some person was actually instigated. Thirdly, the 


(1) (1781)21 Si. Tr. 486, 615, 
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instigation must be in the present case to wage war against the 
King To that definite thing a person must be instigated. Of 
thatj there is no evidence here. The poems are, on the face of 
them^ pnerile, and nobody should take them seriously. The poems 
may inflame feeling or excite hatred of foreign rule, but they 
fall far short of a call to arms or action and therefore do not con- 
stitute instigation. 

The con viction'and sentence passed under section 121 should^ 
I submit, be set aside. 

<?. B. Bao^ acting Government Pleader, for the Crown,— The 
abetment under section 121 and section 107 is the same. The 
efiect^of section 7 is that the term ''' abetment is used m one 
uniform sense throughout the Code. The reason for making 
a special mention of ^ abetment ^ in sectian 121 was to make it as 
highly punishable as the substantive oifence. In the same way, 
section 121-A punishes conspiracy though section 107 provides 
for conspiracy. 

The person instigated would here be the reader of the poems ; 
and the thing instigated would be to wage war. The offence, 
therefore, is complete. 

Baptuta was heard in reply. 


CHANDAViEEAB, J.-— This is an appeal from the judgment of 
•the Sessions Judge of Nasik, convicting the appellant Ganesh 
Damodar Savarkar, of the offences under sections 124A and 121 
of the Indian Penal Code, that is, of exciting disaffection towards 
His Majesty the Emperor and the Government established by 
law in Hritish India and of abetting tbe waging of war against 
Has Majesty. The appellant has been sentenced by the learned 
Sessions Judge to two years’ rigorous imprisonment for the 
(^ence under section 124A, and to transportation for life with 
, forfeiture of all property to the Crown under section 121. 


offences arise out of four, from among a series of eighteen, 

1 published in a book entitled haglm Abkinctw BAarata 

a Short Series for New India, and recorded as exhibit 6 
l^^^evidenceinthe case. Tbe four poems are thos^ 

^ 17, respectively. = Of ©ohm ' 

= '' Illy 
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No, 17j only verses 4 to 7 form the subjeot-matter of the offences 
proved. 

When the appeal came on for hearing before us on the 13th 
of October, Mr. Baptista contended that none of these four 
poems had or were intended by their writer to have any refer- 
ence either to His Majesty the King-Emperor or to the British 
Government in India or to the present political condition of the 
country. On examining the series of poems in the book, exhibit 
6, containing the four poems, it appeared to us that there were 
other poems in it besides those four, which threw light on the 
intent of the writer ; and that, as the whole book had been allowed 
in the lower Court to go in as evidence without any objection, all 
the poems in the book could be referred to for the purpose of 
determining the intention, character, and object of the poems 
selected as the basis of the charges against the appellant in the 
lower Court. We adjourned the hearing for an official translation 
of the whole series of poems in the book into English and also 
to enable the appellant's legal advisers to argue the appeal with 
reference to the bearing of the whole series on the poems 
forming the subject-matter of the charges. 

In supporting this appeal, Mr Baptista, the learned counsel 
for the appellant, has raised two points. First, he contends 
that the poems charged as treason and sedition are either m j - • 
thological or historical referenced and do not relate either to ilio 
British Government of India or the present times. I cannot 
accede to this aigument. It is true that the writer has chosen 
cither mythological or historical events and personages, but that 
is for the purpose of illustrating and emphasising his main 
thesis, that the country should be rid of the present rule by 
means of the sword. The innuendoes cannot be mistaken or 
mistinderstood. For instance, the 5th poem purports to refer 
to the destruction of foreign demons by Kama, Krishna, 
and Shivap. But that it is not a mere '^description of the 
past but is meant to be a covert allusion to the British is 
apparent from the frequent use of the term black ” referring to 
people of this country. Any one can see that the frequent 
Upon the word black is intended as a contrast to the word 
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®. “ white " and the implication is that the “ black are ruled bj' 

hob" the “ white” and that the latter will and must be killed by “ a 

ggjj black leader of the black,” So also as to the next poem, Ho. 

mAB 7. Under the guise of an invocation or prayer to Ganesh, the 

god who, according to Hindu belief, destroys evil, the writer 
calls upon him to take up the sword and be ready for war, 
because "the demons of subjection have spread lamentation all 
over the world.” The ” demons ” are characterised as " dissem- 
f bling, notorious, treacherous, cut-throat.” "Applications and 
petitions, ” says the writer, " were frequently made, attended 
with abject submissions. But this meanest of the mean would 
not indeed be persuaded by begging.” And he goes on to say that 
" this meanest of the mean ” must be killed “ by the blows of the 
’sword.” This poem is headed “ the state of mind of the people 

* at the time of Shivaji’s birth.” The people are supposed to olFer 
a prayer to the god Ganesh to take up the sword and 

* exterminate the demon who has subjected the country to depend- 
ence. The allusion to petitions rejected is obviously to what is 
called by some “ the policy of mendicancy.” Ganesh is asked 
to take birth as Shivaji. The writer evidently has in mind the 
Gauapati melas of the present times and he who runs may read 
the animus of the lines and the lesson intended to be conveyed. 
The 9th poem, which is headed “ Who obtained independence 

* without war ? ” winds up with this remark : “ He who desires 
swaraj^a (one’s own lule) must make war.” The 17th poem 
professes to be a "piayer of the Mavlas to the god Shiva,” but 
one can plainly see that the sting of the verses lies in the covert 
allusion to the present rulers of British India. The translation 
of the poems into English brings out the sting cleaily enough, 
but to those who know Marathi, who can either sing or under- 
stand the poems sung, the venom is too transparent to be mistaken 
I j ‘ for anything else than a call to the people to wage war against 
ill I ^ British Government. It is idle for counsel to quibble about 
of certain words in the poems, such as parkq and 
argue that they have no reference to the present times, 
writer has used several words, each havkig,a 
that nqeaning only s^ves to emphasise] itl^l 
fefl'j ; main object is to preach war again^.idiq' ’ 
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present Government^ in the names o£ certain gods o£ the Hindus 
and certain warriors such as Shivaji. Those names are mere 
pretexts for the text which is : Take up the sword and destroy 
the Government because it is foreign and oppressive/^ For the 
purpose of finding the moti?e and intention of the writer^ it is 
unnecessary to import into the interpretation of the poems 
sentiments or ideas borrowed from the Bhagavad Gita. The 
poems afford their own interpretation, and no one who knows 
Marathi can or will understand them as preaching anything but 
war against the British Government. Mr Baptista has conceded 
that, if the poems be construed as referring to the British 
Government, they fall within the meaning of sedition under 
section 124A of the Indian Penal Code, That they are such 
as to excite disaffection goes without saying. 
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The only question is whether these poems also fall within 
section 121 of the Code and amount to an rbetment of the waging 
of war against the Kmg-Emperor and his rule in India, 
Mr# Baptista^s contention is that the word aief in this 
section must be construed as excluding all idea of mere 
instigation, and that^ for the purposes of the offence of abetment 
under this section, there must be some actual insurrection ; 
that, in other words, it must be shown that a large multitude was 
collected and had weapons for mischief. Under the English 
law ^^mere words spoken, however wicked and abominable, 
if they do not relate to any act or design then actually on 
foot against the life of the King, or the levying of a war 
against him, and in the contemplation of the speaker, do not 
amount to treason/*^ And the same has been held to apply 
to -wYitmgB . Kinff Y* An chew Sardte But under our Penal 
Code, the waging or levying of war and the abetting of it 
toe put upon the same footing by section 121. That is, the 
abetting of waging of war is under the Code as much an 
pffencc of treasqp as the waging of war itself. The word 
abetment is defined in section 107 of the Code and one of its 
iheanings, as given there, is ^^instigating any person to do 
anything/^ This meaning is not excluded by anything that 

(1) (1830) 1 hU Tr, (]^ S.) CIO afc p. 635, 
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occurs in section 121. The general law as to abetment is 
laid down in sections 107 to 120 of the Code. According to it 
"to constitute the offence of abetment it is not necessary that 
the act abetted should be committed, or that the effect requisite 
to constitute the offence should be caused.” This applies to the 
abetment of the waging of war against the King as much 
as to the abetdaent of any other offence under the Code. The 
only difference created between the former offence and other 
offences is that, while under the general law as to abetment a 
distinction is made for the purposes of punishment between 
abetment which has succeeded, and abetment which has failed, 
section 121 does away with that distinction, so far as the offence 
of waging war is concerned and deals equally with an abettor 
who.se instigation has led to a war and one whose imstigation 
has taken no effect whatever. And that for this simple reason 
that such a crime more than any other must be sharply and 
severely dealt with at its very first appearance and nipped in 
the bud with a strong hand. 

But it is urged that in the present ease there has been no 
instigation by the appellant of any person or ascertained body 
of persons by means of these poems to wage war. It is in 
evidence and is admitted before us by appellant’s counsel that 
the book containing the poems was exposed for sale and pub- 
lished and that copies of it were circulated among the public, 
that is, among a large number of persons. Because that number 
cannot he definitely ascertained or counted, it cannot be said 
that the publication was not to " a body of persons.” 

Mr. Baptista’s last argument is that these poems do not 
instigate any one to wage war but merely prepare the minds 
of the people for war and constitute no more than constructive 
, treason. That is asking us to put too mild a construction on * 
'Ih® poems — a construction which is not supported by the plain 
'SrffiCds, not to say the innuendoes of the pOems. The fifth 
does not indeed contain any direct instigation to war, 
tile seventh poem, in the name of the god Ganesha, is 
an appeal to people to take up the sword and fight , 
who, it is said, “have spread lamentaliau; 
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thronghout the country " by subjecting it to theii* rale. And 
the ninth poem concludes by saying that he who wishes for 
Bmarajya must wage war. And that is the dominating idea or 
text of the whole book. We are entitled to look into the poems 
other than those forming the subject-matter of the charges for 
the purpose of finding out the intention of the writer and the 
design of the publication. In poem No. 6 the writer calls upon 
Aryans to devise some remedy against what he calls the slavery 
of foreign rule and says that the kingdom of independence can 
be obtained only through ‘‘pools of blood.” Poem No. 2 is a 
most direct appeal to young men “ to gird up tbcir loins,” “ cast 
off foreign yoke,” “ take up sticks,” and “ cut out the cage of 
slavery.” Merely saying that independence cannot be gained 
without fighting may not amount to treason, but here it is more 
than that. A spirit of blood-thirstiness and murderous eagerness 
directed against the Government and “ white ” rulers runs through 
the poems : the urgency of taking up the sword is conveyed in 
unambiguous language, and an appeal of blood-thirsty incitement 
is made to the people to take up the sword, form secret societies, 
and adopt guerrilla warfare for the purpose of rooting out “ the 
demon ” of foreign rule. All this is instigation. 

For these reasons the convictions and sentences under sections 
121 and 124A must be confirmed and the appeal dismissed. 

Heaton", J.— -The appellant in this case has been tried for, 
convicted of, and punished for sedition and abetment of waging 
war against the King under sections 124A and 121 of the 
Indian Penal Code, in that ho published certain poems. The 
correctness or otherwise of the conviction depends 'entirely on 
the character of the poems. Certain of them are specifically 
referred to in the charge. The rest have been referred to in 
I ligament and a perusal of the whole is necessary in order to 
ascertain the true character of those specifically referred to in 
the charge. 

There are in all eighteen poems. 

No. 1 is a prayer to God to grant independence. 

No. 2 is a lament that India is enslaved and is without 
independence. 
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No. 3 is a dialogue between Shivaji and others, in which 
Shiraji exhorts his hearers to plant the banner of independence. 

No. 4 is loving advice to a drunkard. 

No. 5 recites how in the past the gods or heroes of the blacks 
punished the enemies of the blacks (or aliens) and that if 
hereafter foreign (or inimical) demons become arrogant they will 
be driven beyond the sea. 

No, 6 is a hymn to the goddess of independence. 

No. 7 describes how, prior to the birth of Shivaji, there was a 
desire that subjection should be overcome by making war, and 
hov^ Shivaji came and conquered. The poem is suggestive of the 
need of similar action now. 

No.1 8 is a prayer for independence amongst other things. 

No. 9 is a prayer with the refrain “ who ever got independence 
without battle'' ? 



No. 10 is a lament that the country has fallen into servitude 
and an. exhortation to get independence even by fighting. 

No. 11 is an exhortation to the young to fight for independ- 
ence. 

No. 12 holds up those who are not in favour of independence 
to scorn and the patriot to reverence. 

No. 13 is a prayer to God to put an end to the dependence 
and servitude of the country and to bring independence. 

No. 14 is described as a morning song to dependence, and 
ends thus : — 

“ 0 dependence ' let the star of independence, the bestower of 
knowledge and joy, the wife of the Lord of the Universe, who is 
as the moon, rise again in the land of the Aryas. " i 

No. 15 is a dialogue implying that the tyrant will be overcome 
j 8ted the land be free. 

^ fc. 16 inculcates that the patriot has no fear of prison and 
i i^Sftfeins a good deal favourable to independence. 

a prayer tq Shiva to come to lead the people. to ^ 
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No. 18 is described as the “Utterances of Nana Phadnavis” 
and is an incitement to war. 

The poems specially referred to in the charge are Nos. 5, 7, 9 
and parts of 17. 

Briefly summarised, the teaching of this hook is that India 
must have independence : that, otherwise, she will he unworthy 
of herself : that independence cannot be obtained without armed 
rebellion and that, therefore, the Indians ought to take arms and 
rebel. This is quite plain though the teaching is thinly veiled 
by allusions to mythology and history. It is sedition of a gross 
kind and very little attempt was made to show that the conviction 
under section 124A of the Indian Penal Code was not correct. 

But it was earnestly argued that the conviction under 
section 121 was wrong. 

It was argued that there was not any instigation and therefore 
there was not any abetment. With this I will deal later. Then it 
was argued that there was not any instigation of any known or 
definite person and that short of this there could not be abet- 
ment. The foundation of this argument is to me unintelligible. 

So far as I am able to understand the meaning of the word 
‘instigate’ as used in section 107 of the Indian' Penal Code, 
there may be instigation of an unknown person. Then it was 
argued that the instigation, if any, falls under section 117 of the 
Code which provides a penalty for abetting the commission of 
an offence by the public or by more than ten persons. Three 
thousand copies of the book were printed and admittedly it was 
intended to sell as many as possible. Therefore the instigation 
was undoubtedly intended to be of the public or of more than 
ten persons. Consequently the offence committed is punishable 
under section 117. But it was further argued that it was there- 
We not punishable under section 121. That argument I am 
unable to accept. A prosecution under section 121 requires a 
complaint by the Government (section 196, Criminal Procedure 
Code). That complaint has been instituted. Having been 
instituted the accused had to he tried and it had to be determined 
» whether he has committed an offence under section 121. If he 
‘ has, then he must be punished under that section, whether ttie 
^ oflfence also falls under some other section or not. 
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Tliorefore the question to be determined is whether the offence 
under section 121 has or has not been committed. Briefly stated 
the most cogent argument for the defence is this So loner as a 
man only tries to inflame feeling, to excite a state of mind, he is 
not guilty of anything more than sedition. It is only when he 
dehnitelj and clearly incites to action that he. is guilty of 
instigating and therefore abetting the waging of war. That is 
It scenis to mo, a correct statement. Therefore it has to be 
determined whether the poems recited in the charge do clearly 
mstigate to action. It is contended for the defence that they 

^ «o“istakabIe language 

ey e the readers of the book to form secret societies, to take 
arms and to revolt against the Government. That is clearly to 
my mind an instigation to action. Therefore I think the convic- 
tion is correct and should be confirmed. 

argument that the word ‘ abet ^ in 

reff tw 7 Of the Code 

e utes that argument. Nor am I impressed by the argument that 

the abetment meant by section 121 means abetment of some war 
progress There may be and usually is instigation of rebellion 
before rebellion actually begins. Under the law of this country, 
instigation of that kind is abetting waging war against the King. 

Appeal dismissed. 


R. E. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 

Before Mr. JmtUe Chandavarkar and Mr. Justice KnigM. 
BASANGOWDA IIAMANTGOWDA PATIL ivT, , 

PnAi..rirns), ArPEimKxs, CHUEOHIGIEIGOWDA YOGANGoS 

D asoxues (oeigisai, Defendants), Eespohdbnts.* 

';r.:miH~Decree set aside. tn terms of compn- 

‘ W.. pnatnw wu ,i„.4 n, 

.1. ™ i. a., b,U£. ^ 

No, 216 of 1909. 
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passed a decree in terms of the compromise. The defendant then applied to the 
ourt to set aside the decree on the ground that he did not engage the pleader 

and that he had not authorised the pleader to compromise the suit. The Court 

set aside the decree and set dofrn the suit for hearing. 

_ EM, that it is the inherent power of every Court to comet its own proceed- 
ings where it has been misled^ 

W also, that under the circumstances, the compromise was not bindintr 
upon he defendant and the decree passed upon it was void as to him. 

Civil extraordinary application from the order passed by G. N 
Kelkar, First Class Subordinate Judge at Dharwdr. 

The plaintiffs filed a suit against defendants Nos. 1 and 2 in 

th Subordinate Judge at Dh^rwar. 

In that suit, the defendant No. 1 engaged a pleader for him and 
for his brother (defendant No. 2). The pleader, it appeared, 

never had any interview with defendant No. 2. Defendant No 1 

compromised the case with the plaintiffs; and at his instance 

tfie paper of compromise was signed by the pleader. The Court 
passed a decree in terms of the compromise. 

Defendant No. 2 thereupon applied to the Court statingthathe 

t enteJ She authorfsed him 

x>o enter into the compromise. 

s. R BaWide, for the applicants. 

K. H, Kelkar, for the opponent No. 2. 

ChandavaekAe, J.i—It is contended that the lower Court 
^as erred m law in upsetting the decree, which was passed in 
taa ot wiat purported to be » comprouriee between 

the Court that the present opponent (defendant) Bhimangauda 
who was represented by his pleader, had authorized the lattr 
compromise. Bhimangauda, after the decree 
had been passed, applied to the Court to set aside the compro- 
wise on the ground that the pleader had not been instructed to 
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1909. appear for him in the suit and that he had given him no 
BisMtaoTOA instructions in the case, authorizing him to enter into any com- 

CHtmraicuEi- ^ compromise was not binding upon 

GowBA. Bhimangauda, and the decree passed upon it was void as to him. 

It was uUm vires. The Court had been asked to put its seal upon 
and sign a document, which had no legal foundation to rest upon, 
and if that decree goes out, then the whole suit is re-opcned. 
But it is said that the procedure adopted by Bhimangauda is 
not in accordance with law ; that there is no section in the Code 
of Civil Procedure which entitles a party in the situation in 
which the defendant is, to ask the Cour^ to re-open the suit 
and set aside the decree in a summary manner. Now, where 
limited authority was given to Counsel to enter into a compro- 
mise and Counsel entered into a compromise beyond that 
authority, it has been held by tho House of Lords that 
Counsel, having exceeded his authority, the party was entitled to 
have the agreement to refer set aside and the cause restored to 
the list for trial : Neale v. Oordott Le'n,nox^\ What the defendant 
says is that there was a suit against him, and that the suit was 
declared to have ended by reason of a decree passed with his 
consent. He never consented, and the result has been that there 
has been fraud committed upon the Court. The Court was 
persuaded to sign a decree to which the defendant had never con- 
I representation that he had consented 

I j ' f®. t Therefore, once the Court is asked to go back upon its own 
I < ^ ^t^Bdu^e, it is not a question whether there is any section in 
|| ^ Civil Procedure Code to warrant the action of the Court 
amending its proceedings. It is an inherent power of every 
Court to correct its own proceedings where it has been misled. 
We must, therefore, discharge the rule with costs. 

Nule diselimrged. 

B. B. 


(1) [1903J A. C. 465. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 

$ 


IB^ore Sir Badl ScoUs M,, Chief Justice^ and Mr. JnsUoe 
Ckaniavarhar. 


HAJI UMAB ABDUL BAHIMAN (oeicifal Plaintipe), Applicaitt, 1910. 

V. GUSTADJI MONCHBBJI COOPER (ojuctIital DsFEiTPAiirT), 

OVPONEOT.^ ^ " 


Civil JProeedure Code V of 1908)^ sedion di^Bomhay Civil Courts Act 
{XIV of 186 9) i Bart V — Bmt cognisable and heard by ihe First Class 
Buhordinate Judge'^ Application to the Court of the Distinct Judge for 
transfir-^Transfer of the application to the Assistant Judge— Order of the 
Assistant Judge for transfer of the suit to the District Gourt-^ Jurisdiction ^ 


, The plaintifl^ filed a suit in the Court of the Eirst Class Subordinate Judge 
ckiniing Rs. 18,797. The suit was heard bj that Judge for some dajs and 
then the defendant; filed an application in the Court of the District J udge for 
transfer of the suit to another Court. The District Judge transferred the 
application to the Assistant Judge foi disposal. The Assistant Judge heard 
the application and ordered that tlio suit he tiansf erred to the District Court 
fop trial. 

The plaintiff having objected that the order of the Assistant Judge was 
without jurisdiction, 

Deldi setting aside the order, that under the provisions of the Bombay Civil 
C^ourts Act (XIV of 1869), Part Y, the limit of the Assistant Judge^s jurisdic- 
tion for the pm pose of hearing suits is Rs. 10,000 and that in case of suits and 
applications when the value of the subject-matter does not exceed Es. 5,000, 
an appeal in appealable cases lies to the District Judge. The Assistant tTudge 
is, therefore, not a Judge of co-ordinate jurisdiction to the District Judge. Ho 
is, therefore, not a Judge of the Distiict Couit and the order complained of was 
not made by tbe District Court which alone had jurisdiction. 

Section 24: of ihe Civil Procedure Code (Act Y of 1908) empowers the 
District Comt to withdraw any suit and try and dispose of it. The suit 
withdinwn being for a sum exceeding tbe jurisdiction of the Assistant Judge, 
bfe could not try and dispose of it. He was, therefoie, not a Judge of the 
District Court as contemplated by the section which must be a Court of 
unlimited pecuniary jurisdiction. 


Application under the extraordinary jurisdiction (section 115 
of the Civil Procedure Code, Act V of 1908) against an order 


* Application No. 187 of X909 under extraordinary jurisdiction. 
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passed by K. Barlee, Assistant Judge of Poona in the matter of 
an application for the transfer of a suit from the Court of the 
First Class Subordinate Judge, 

The plaintiff sued the defendant in the Court of the First 
Class Subordinate Judge of Poona for the recovery of 
Es. 18j797-l8-0 due on a promissory note. The suit was filed on 
the 14th January 1909. It was heard by the Subordinate Judge 
on several days and was allowed to stand over till the 19th 
July 1909. The defendant, however, on the 17th July presented 
a miseellaneous application, No. 197 of 1909, to the District Judge 
of Poona for the transfer of the suit to another Court on the 
ground that the First Class Subordinate Judge was biased against 
the defendant and that he illegally granted plaintiff’s application 
for the examination of two witnesses after the evidence for the 
defence was taken. 


The District Judge transferred the said application to the 
Assistant Judge for disposal. 

The Assistant Judge heard the application and found that the 
Subordinate Judge was absolutely free from any bias against the 
defendant. He, however, ordered the suit to be transferred to 
the District Judge of Poona on the following grounds (1) 
That the defendant had a genuine belief that he would not obtain 
Justice from the First Class Subordinate Judge, and (2) that the 
order of the Subordinate Judge granting the plaintiiFs application 
for the examination of two witnesses after evidence for the 
defence was taken, was illegal and if it were carried into effect 
16 would prejudice the defendant. 

Being dissatisfied with the said order, the plaintiff preferred an " 
application under the extraordinary jurisdiction (section 115 of 
the Civil Procedure Code, Act V of 1908) urging that the District 
Judge had no jurisdiction to transfer the miseellaneous applica- 
tion to the Assistant Judge, that the Assistant Judge had no 
Jurisdiction to dispose of the said application and that there was 
ground whatsoever to transfer the suit as ordered by the 

1 ^ ^ requiring the defendant 

,* ' td ^ Cause why the order of the Assistant Judge should uot 

f * 

♦ 
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8ifa%gma% (Advocate^General) with G. 8* Bm and A» G. Safkage 
appeared for the applicant (plaintiff) in support of the rule 
The A'^sistant Judge found that the Subordinate Judge was not 
at all biased against the detendanb. Therefoie he should have 
dismissed the defendant's application for the transfer of the suit. 
No ground has been made out for the transfer. Even admitting 
that the order of the Subordinate Judge granting our application 
for examining witnesses after the defendant had commenced his 
case was illegal^ still we submit the order would afford a ground 
for appeal and not for transfer. The application for transfer was 
in the nature of appeal. 

Next we contend that the Assistant Judge had no juiLdiction 
to entertain the application. Under section 24, sub-section 3 of 
the Civil Procedure Code^ only the High Court or the District 
Judge can exercise jurisdiction and not the Assistant Judge who 
is subordinate to the District Court. If the Assistant Ju<lge had 
jurisdiction, he could have tranferred the suit to his own file. 
But he could not do so because under the Bombay Civil Courts 
Act, section 16, the limit of his pecuniary jurisdiction is 
Rs. 10,000 while the claim in the present suit amounts to 
Rb. 18,797 and odd The jurisdiction exercisable is a personal 
one, that is, peculiar to the High Court or the District Court. 
The section expressly differentiates the Assistant Judge from the 
District Judge. 

Bailed with ili. Chaubal (Government Pleader) and i?. 
GMrjpnre appeared for the opponent (defendant) to show cause - 
The Assistant Judge is an assistant of the District Judge in the 
District Court. Therefore he forms part of the District Court. 
Sub-section 3 of section 24 of the Civil Procedure Code recognizes 
the fact that the Assistant Judge is part of the District Court : 
see also Bengal Act XII of 1887, section S (2). Section 16 of the 
Bombay Civil CJourts Act must be read in that light. 

The present application is not in the nature of appeal. The 
prayer for transfer is not co-extensive with the right of appeal, 

for example. Small Cause Suits are transferred to the High 

f ourt : AkM Kmim v. The Municipal Officer, AdeffiK 

I 6) (1903)27 Bora 575. 
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Tinder the Eegulations and the Civil Procedure Code the 
Assistant Judge can transfer to the District Court only and not 
to his own file. 

Scott, 0. J, : — The applicant obtained this rule calling on the 
opponent to show cause^why an order of the Assistant Judge of 
Poona should not be set aside as being without jurisdiction. 

The material facts are that a suit filed by the applicant in the 
Court of the First Class Subordinate Judge of Poona against the 
opponent claiming Rs. 18,797-13“0 had been heard by that Judge 
for some days when the opponent filed an application in the 
Court of the District Judge for transfer of the suit to another 
Court. 

The District Judge transferred the application to the Assistant 
Judge for disposal. 

The Assistant Judge heard the application and ordered that 
the suit be transferred to the District Court, Poona, for trial. 

It is objected that this order was without jurisdiction as the 
application was under section 24 of the Code (Act V of 1908) 
Which gives power to the High Court or District Court (1) to 
withdraw any suit pending in any Court subordinate to it aUd 
(i) try or dispose of the same or (ii) transfer the same for trial or 
disposal to any Court Subordinate to it, whereas the Assistant 
Judge has ordered the withdrawal of the suit from a Subordinate 
Court and transferred it for trial to a Court BMperior to him. 
The answer of the opponent is that the order is legal as tue 
Assistant Judge is one of the Judges of the District Court and 
his order is in effect the order of the District Court. In order 
to judge of the position of the Assistant Judge we must turn ' to 
the Bombay Civil Courts^ Act XIV of 1869, Part V, which is 
concerned with the creation and functions of Assistant Judges. 

It is to be observed that the limit of the Assistant Judge^s 
jurisdiction for the purpose of hearing suits is Rs, 10,000 and 
that in the case of suits and applications when the value of the 
object-matter does not exceed Rs. 5,000 an appeal in appealable ' 
^Hes to the District Judge. The Assistant Judge is there- . 
a Judge of co-ordinate jurisdiction with the 
fie lb therefore not a Judge of the District 
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the otder complained of is not made Tby the District Court which 
alone had jurisdiction. 

The same conclusion follows from a consideration of the words 
of section 24 of the Code. The District Court may withdraw 
any suit mi try and dispose of it. Here the suit withdrawn 
was for a sum exceeding the jurisdiction of the Assistant Judge 
and he therefore could not try and dispose of it. He therefore 
is not a judge of a District Court as contemplated by the section, 
which must he a Court of unlimited pecuniary jurisdiction. 
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Again section 24 provides that for the purposes of the section 
the Courts of Assistant Judges shall be deemed to be subordi- 
nate to District Courts but the opponent’s argument is based on 
the contention that for the purposes of the section the Court of 
the Assistant Judge is part of the District Court. 

The rule must be made absolute setting aside the order with 
costs. 

Chanbavaekae, J . :~I do not think that an Assistant Judge's 
Court can be held to be a District Court or even part and parcel 
of it for the purposes of all suits and miscellaneous applications. 
An Assistant Judge^s decree passed in suits is generally appeal- 
able to the District Court ; probate applications and cases arising 
under the Lan(| Acquisition Act heard and determined by him 
have been held by this Court to be similarly appealable. There- 
fore, whether the Assistant Judge's Court is a District Court or 
not must depend upon the law under which that Court exercises 
jurisdiction in any given case. In the matter of the present 
application, the jurisdiction exercised was under section 24 of the 
Pode of Civil Procedure. Now, it is true that in the present case 
under the Bombay Civil Courts^ Actj section 19, the District) 
Court " referred the application for transfer made to it to the 
Assistant Judge's Court for disposal ; but a power to decide a 
case referred to it by a higher Court does not necessarily make 
the Court, to which it is referred, the equal of the former, unless 
the provision of the law under which the case has to he decided 
I confers jurisdiction on the lower Court. S|?ction 19 of the 
I Bombay Civil Courts' Act is a merely enabling section, giving 
^^pQW ^ crf reference to the District Court in respect of suits and 
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xntseellaneons applications^ but section 24 prescribes the 
conditions of the jurisdiction of the District Court. These are 
restrictive conditions and those of them which apply here require 
that the Court exercising jurisdiction must be one which is 
competent^ according to law^ to try or dispose of the suit with- 
drawn from a lower Court. Here the Assistant Judge^s Courts 
it is conceded, was not so competent. 

The rule must be made absolute by setting aside the order of 
the Assistant Judge and directing the District Court to retake 
the application on its file and dispose of it according to law. 
Eule absolute v^ith costs. 


Mtile made aleolute^ 
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ORIGINAL CIVIL 

Sef&re Bir Basil Bcoltt Chief Justice) and Mr, Justice Batchelor^ 

HAB60YAN BAMJI, ApPELi»Axr and PLAixTirr, t?. MULJI 
HARJIVAN, RjcspoxDBNT axb Defemant 

Mcsjudicaia-^Capacliy of parties — Matter sulstantially in issue-^ 

Civil Frocedure Code (Act XIV of 188 ^)^ section 13 , 

The pkintif in conjunction with another had in 1902 filed a suit against the 
'm defendantfor possession of cei tarn property, basing his claim on the allegation 
that he was owner. He succeeded in the first Court, but the Court of Appeal 
held th^t the property had been dedicated to chanty, and refused to uphold his 
claim as owner. The plaintiff de^'lined to adopt the Couit^s suggestion to modify 
his claim and be content to ask for a decree for possession as manager, and his 
suit was theiefore dismissed. Rive years later he filed the present suit, claiming 
possession aa manager. 

Sold, that his title as manager was one which might and ought to have been 
put forward iutlie previous suit, and tiat his present claim was therefore 

Judicata, 

1 1 3f a plaintiff is suing m a capacity in which he is a stranger to the capacity in 

claim has no proper connection with that 
suit, and the Civil Procedure Code (Act XIY of 1882) section 13 does 
apply. 



* Original Suit No. 764 of 1907. 
Appeal 5) of 1^08, 
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This was a suit filed by the plaintiff for posselfef^ of certain 
premises^ and for ejectment of the defendant therefrom* The 
facts previous to the filing of the present suit were as follows s-- 

In the year 1879 Champa, the paternal aunt of the plaintifPs 
mother, and the admitted owner of the premises in question, died 
leaving a will dated the 22nd September 1865, In a clause of 
this will she announced her intention of making a dedication to 
charity. A few years before her death, namely in 1873, she had 
affixed an inscription upon a shrine forming part of the premises, 
purporting to dedicate it to religious uses, and appointing the 
plaintiff and his brother to be managers thereof after her own 
death. After Ohampa^s death, various mortgages were made on 
the property by the plaintiff, and finally these charges were all 
acquired by one Merwanji Gama. About the year 1900 the 
present defendant managed to obtain possession, and in 1902 the 
plaintiff as owner and Merwanji Oama as mortgagee, filed suit 
No. 254 against him to recover possession. The first Court 
decided in the plaintiff^s favour. On appeal by the defendant, 
the Appeal Court went into the question of the dedication to 
charity, and held that Champa had intended to dedicate this 
property and had given valid effect to that intention. Under 
these circumstances they refused to uphold the plaintiff^s title 
as owner, but suggested that he should modify his claim and ask 
for a decree as manager. On the plaintiff declining to do this, 
the decree was reversed and the suit dismissed with costs. 


After a lapse of five years the plaintiff filed the present suit, 
claiming possession as manager. The defendant in his written 
statement set up {inter alia) the plea of res jndioata^ and 
Mr. Justice Bussell, before whom the case was heard, decided 
this preliminary point in his favour and dismissed the suit. 

The plaintiff appealed. 

CUire (with DmaS) for the appellant Section 13 of the old 
Code of Civil Procedure, under which this point was decided, 
must be considered in conjunction with sections 42 and 43 which 
I ^ lay down that a plaintiff must include the whole of the claim 
I which he is entitled to make in respect of the cause of action, 
b^eed not join distinct causes of action, and in the present 
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case the two claims as owner and as manager are not such as 
ought to be joined : see Bamamami Ayyar v. YythhaUa Ayyar^^ 
and Bahajirao v. Laccmandds^^K 


xplanation II to section 13 only applies where the relief 
claimed m the former suit was identical with that claimed in the 


lor tne re^ondent :^The claim mad( 
by the plaintiff in this suit ought to have been put forward ii 
the former suit : see Giddappa v, TirJtappd^'>. 

ScoTTj C. J. ;--The question in this case is whether th( 
plaintiff IS entitled to maintain this suit, having regard to the 
proceedings in a previous suit instituted by him in the year 1902 
In that year he filed suit No. 264 against certain persons whom 
he alleged to be in possession of a room used as a temple in a 
house which was his property. In the plaint he did not set out 
his title to the property and, as appeared in the course of the 
trial, he had avoided stating circumstances which raised a question 
as to yhothe, the whol.-propetly ool the eobjerora t” 
gious trust. He succeeded in the first Court in getting a decree 
for ejectment against the defendants with respect to the loZ 
se as a emp e. In the Court of Appeal it was held that the 
so was impressed with a religious trust and his only possible 
ckim must be based upon his right as manager. He w!s then 
ofered an opportunity of altering his case so L to base it upon 

trust, ^t oSor was howsyer refused and the suit was 
dn..^, He has now died this suit alleging what hTonyM 
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Now whether he can maintain this suit in the face of the pro- 
visions of section 13 of the Civil Procedure Code of 1882 depends 
upon the question whether he is now suing in a capacity in 
which he is a stranger to the capacity in which he sued in the 
former suit. If he is not so suing, then the claim which he is 
now putting forward is a claim which might and ought to have 
been put forward in the previous suit. If he is so suing, then it 
is a claim which has no proper connection with the previous suit. 
That is the conclusion to be drawn from the two most 
recent Bombay cases which have been relied upon in argument, 
namely, Guddappa v, Tirhappa^ and Baiajirao v. Laxmandas^'^ . 
It has bssn argued by Mr. Obitre, 4n his excellent argument, 
that in this case the plaintiff really sues on behalf of the temple 
and therefore, on the authority of the case last referred 
to, he must be taken as suing as a stranger to the interest in 
which he sued in the first suit. It is, however, pointed out by 
Sir Lawrence Jenkins in that case that in connection with the 
property of a Math there are two distinct classes of suits: those 
in which the manager seeks to enforce his private and personal 
tights, and those in which he seeks to vindicate the rights of 
the Math. 

Now this is clearly a case in which the manager seeks 
to assert his right to be a manager against another person 
who claims the right to manage. He is not seeking to vindicate 
the rights of the Math against a stranger to the temple who is 
improperly using the property of the endowment. He is therefore 
asserting a purely personal right in his own personal interest and 
it is a right which, ^in my opinion, might and ought to have been 
put forward in the previous suit. As remarked by Mr. Justice 
West in Qirdhar Manordas v. BayaMai Xahbhai^^'> the cases 
show that all the grounds relied on by the plaintiff and so 
connected together as to be properly, the subject of a single 
investigation ought to be brought forward together. Both in this 
case and in the previous case, the investigation would be concern* 
ed with the terms of Champa^s will and the inscription on the 

: (b (19C0) 25 Bom, 189. (2) (1903) 28 Bom. 210. 

’ , . (3) (1882) 8 Bom. 174 at p. 180. 
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1900. property which she dedicated to religious purposes. The whole 
HAi^viir matter might have been decided in one single investigation and 
therefore we are of opinion that Mr. Justice Russell was right in 
Muai holding that this suit is not maintainable. 

We, therefore, dismiss the appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed* 

Attorneys for the appellant ; Messrs* Oapiam and Faidpa* 

Attorneys for the respondent : Messrs. Skaiskankar, Kanga f 
GirdharlaL 

K. Mol. K. 
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Before Mr» Justice Bmar. 

VABSOHJI TBIOUM JI Co., Plaintots, t?. ISMAILBHAI 

SHIYJI AND others, BErENDANTS. 

IM MM MAHOMEDBHAI ALLABAKHIA 

Brocedure Code (Act Y of 1908) 0. i, n 8-^ Suit fited^hy 
plaintiff representing body of cred%iorB^xippUcat%Qn to he made partp — 
AiminutraUon $ud* 

Where a suit has been filed on behalf of a body of poisons and an individual 
noetnber of that body applies to be made a paity, he must show that his 
intfefests will be serionsly piejndiced if he k not allowed to come in He must 
show that the conduct of the suit is not in propel hands, oi that action 
prejudicial to Ms intciest is being taken by those who purport to represent him. 

In an administration suit it is extremely undesirable that individual creditors 
should be added as parties unless they show some very strong reason. 
The willingness of the applicants to hear their own costs does not counter- 
balance the delay caused by the addition of a party and the consequent increase 
in the costs of othci parties. 

This matter came before Mr. <J u stice Davar in Chambers^ on 
a summons taken out by the applicant, Mahomedbhai Allarakhia 
k Nanji, to show cause why he should not be made a party. The 
ij^Jaets appear sufficiently from the judgment. 

tbe plaintiffs, Jirna/^ for the 1st and 2nd 
dardine for the 3rd and 4fch defendants appeared to 

^0ult|Jb*437oll0OO;„ * vu ' ? 
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SaMdurJi appeared for the applicant in snppart of the 
Bummom* 

Dayab> J* : — This suit has been filed by Vassonji Tricumji and 
Oo., a firm, on behalf of themselves and other creditors of the 
estate of the deceased Ebrahimbhai Hassambhai against the 
executors, the widow and the daughter of the deceased, for the 
administration of his estate. The applicant, one of the creditors 
of the deceased, desires to be added as a party. There is no 
doubt that under 0. 1, rule 8, sub-rule 2, he is entitled to apply 
and the Court has a discretion, if it thinks fit, to add him as a 
party. The principles on which one of a body on whose behalf 
a suit has already been filed can claim with some show of justice 
to be added as a party are well defined* He must show that his 
interests will be seriously affected to his prejudice if he is not 
allowed to come in. He must show that the conduct of the suit 
is not in proper hands or that action is being taken by the parties, 
who purport to represent him, in sonae way which is prejudicial 
to his interests. In an administration suit it is extremely 
undesirable that individual creditors should be added as parties 
unless they show some very strong reason indeed that the person 
who has filed the suit on their behalf is not conducting it in the 
proper way* In an administration suit all that has to be done is 
for the Court to supervise the realisation of the estate, to direct 
that accounts be taken, and to direct how the assets are to be 
distributed amongst the creditors and parties interested in the 
residue. So an administration suit differs in its constitution 
very materially from those suits reference to which has been 
made by Mr. Bahadurji. No doubt the applicant has stated that 
he is coming in at his own risk and that he is willing to bear all 
the costs, but that does not cover the whole ground. In the first 
place there must be considerable delay caused by another party 
conning into the suit, and there will be many items of costs 
yi^hich have to be incurred by the other parties, if the applicant 
is added as a party, which they will never be able to recover. 
But apart from that, after reading the affidavits and specially 
the affidavit on which the summons was obtained, I can find no 
ground whatever for any suggestion that the estate of the 
^ceased is not being properly administered by the Court or that 
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the interests of the applicant are in any way being prejudiced. 
At his instance an oflScer of the Court was appointed one of the 
joint receivers and he relies on the fact that when the application 
was made for the appointment of receivers it was suggested that 
one of the executors should be appointed receiver together with 
the plaintiff. There was nothing wrong in that • It was only 
desired to save costs. Plaintiffs are a well known firm and as a 
large amount is due to them it is to t heir interest to realigie the 
estate in the most advantageous way. The executors are also 
respectable people and there is no suggestion that they wi^^ in 
any way neglect the interests of the estate or of the creditors. 

The result of the application being granted by me would be 
that the final decision of the suit would be delayed, the applicant 
would be able to intervene in every proceeding, the costs would 
be largely increased, and eventually the interests of the general 
body of the creditors and residuaries would be very much 
prejudiced. I do not want to prejudice the applicant. He may 
make an application in future if he can show good grounds that 
his interests are being injured in any way. On the present 
application I can see no reason to say that the estate of the 
deceased is not being properly administered. When the 
administration decree is passed, there will be the usual direction 
fc^ accounts^ creditors will be asked to file their claims in the 
Commissioner's office, and they can take part in the proceedings 
there. As regards the realization of the assets, I am sure that 
is in perfectly safe hands. If the applicant can make out a case 
in the future, he is at liberty to apply again. 

Summons will be dismissed with costs. 


Stmmom dummei» 

Attorneys for the applicant Messrs. Captain and Taidya. , 

Attorneys for the plaintiffs and the 1st and 2nd defendants 
w Messrs. Mcd,iibha% Jamietram and Madan. **1 

defendants -Messrs. Tayne 


K, Mol. K. 
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Before Mr. fmtke MaeUod* 

W, ^5 A. GEAHAM anb Co. (Plaintiffs) 1 ?. CHUKILAL 
HARILAL Am Go. (Defendants) ^ 

Brc(siioe — TMrd pariij ^rocedure-^DireotionB^ refusal to ffm^Diseretion* 
TJae geneial pimciple on wliicli a Conifc will issue third party directions is : — 

(1) That there must be a clear case of contiibution or indemnity from the 
third paity, 

(2) that all the disputes arising out of a transaction as between the plaintiff 
and the defendant and between the defendant and a third party can be tried 
and settled in one suit, and 

(3) that in cases of contract and sub-contract it must appear that the contract 
between the plaintiff and the defendant has been imported into the contract 
between the defendant and the third party. 

Under the rules now in foice the third party cannot be cited so as to be bound 
by the tiial of one paotioiilar question which is identical as between the plaintiff 
and the defendant and as between the defendant and the thiid party* 

Baxter v. France {No. 2) (i) followed. 

Ok SOfch January 1908 the plaintiffs entered into a contract 
with the defendants under the terms of which the latter agreed 
tb purchase 50,000 tons of coal, and to take delivery thereof in 
30 monthly shipments of 5,000 tons each. This original contract 
was subsequently slightly varied, but the variation was im^ 
material. 

The first shipment (of 5,080 tons) arrived in Bombay on 16th 
January 1909, and a delivery order was duly tendered by the 
plaintiffs to the defendants. The latter handed the delivery order 
over to Messrs. Karaka and Oo,, with whom they were under a 
%)ntract, and this firm took delivery of 400 tons. The balance 
M the cargo was re-sold by the plaintiffs at the defendants^ risk, 
and was in fact ultimately bought by the defendants. The plaint^ 
iffs then sued the defendants for the price of the 400 tons of 
which delivery had been taken, and for damages for the loss in- 
ewred by the refusal to take delivery of the balance* 

, I ^ Suit Ho. 3S9 of 1909. 

(1) (1895] 1 Q. B. 591, 

i . 'Us 410’-’^ 
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The defendants thereupon obtained an order for the issue of a 
third party notice to Messrs. Karaka and Co., and, after duly 
serving the same, took out a summons for third party directions. 

Oolien for the plaintiffs submitted to the order of the Court, 

Jar dine for the third parties showed cause : — 

This is not a case for third party directions. We are not aware 
of the terms of the contract of SOth January 1908 between the 
plaintiffs and the defendants, nor of their arrangements with re- 
gard to bunkering. No question of contribution or indemnity 
arises. Our contract with the defendants was wholly distinct, ori- 
ginating in and continuing generally from an arrangement made in 
November 1903 with regard to the bunkering of S. S. Singapore. 
We have disputes with the defendants, but they have nothing to 
do with the plaintiffs, and cannot be disposed of in this suit. 

The defendants can give evidence of the quality of the coal 
better than we can, as they bought all bub 400 tons. 


Counsel cited the following cases : feller v, Bristol Steam 
Navigation, Co, and Baxter v. France {No. S) 

Bolertson for the defendants in support of the summons 

Messrs, Karaka and Co. had knowledge of the contract of SOth 
January 1908, and by their subsequent agreement with us— which 
was not in the same terms as the original agreement with regard 
io S. S. Singapore, as they allege,— clearly became liable to in- 
demnify us. If this suit does not dispose of all questions between 
the third parties and us, it will at least dispose of all that arise 
out of this transaction. Specially important is the question of 
the quality of the coal, and the evidence of the third parties is 
necessary on this point. Finally, the plaintiffs themselves have 
no objection to the third parties being brought in. 

Maoleod, J.— The plaintiffs have filed this suit against the 
„^fendants to recover damages suffered by them in consequence 
defendants not taking proper delivery of a cargo of coals 
“ " ' were bound to do under a contract made between the 


I* 



4 defendants on the SOth January 1908. 
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The plaintiffs say that by that agreement the defendants agreed 
to purchase from the plaintiffs 60,000 tons of coals, shipment Jan- 
uary to May and August to December 1909, 5,000 tons monthly. 
I am told this agreement has been altered so as to extend the 
time to delivery of 25,000 tons in 1909 and 25,000 tons in 1910. 
But that is not material for the purpose of the summons. 

On the 16th January 1909, the plaintiffs gave notice to the 
defendants that the S. S. Blake had arrived in harbour with a 
cargo of 5,080 tons of coal ; and tendered a delivery order in 
pursuance of the above mentioned agreement. 

Delivery was taken of only 400 tons by the defendants or 
their assigns and the balance of the cargo was sold at the 
defendants’ risk. Hence the suit. 

On the 25th day of May, the defendants obtained an order 
for the issue of a third party notice to Messrs. J. F. and B. F. 
Karaka, partners in the firm of Messrs. J. F. Karaka & Co. 

The third party notice was issued on the 26th May. Messrs. 
Karaka filed their appearance on 81st May. 

On the 7th June the defendants took out a summons for third 
party directions. At the argument of the summons before me 
the plaintiffs adopted a purely neutral attitude ; they did not 
allege that they would be in any way prejudiced or embarrassed 
by the introduction of the third parties into the suit. 

Messrs. Karaka and Co. strongly objected to any directions 
being given on the summons. 

Very lengthy affidavits have been filed but the main dispute 
between the defendants and the third parties appears to be that 
while the defendants set up a contract between them and the 
third parties whereby the third parties agreed to buy from the 
defendants the coals of which the defendants were under contract 
with the plaintiffs to take delivery in 1909, the third party deny 
that any such contract had been made between them and the 
defendants and assert that the contract which did exist between 
them and the defendants was of quite a different nature. The 
general principle on which a Court will issue third party direc* 
tions seems to be ( 1 ) that there must be a clear case of contribu- 
tion or indenanity from the third party, (2) that all the disputes 
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arising out of a transaction as between the plaintiffs and the 
defendants and between the defendants and a third party can be 
tried and settled in one actionj and (3) that in eases of contract 
and sub-contract it must appear that the contract between the 
plaintiff and the defendant has been imported into the contract 
between the defendant and the third party. In this case if 
directions are given there must be a preliminary issue tried as 
regards the terms of the contract or contracts which existed 
between the defendants and the third parties. Until that has 
been decided it is impossible to say whether the contract between 
the plaintiffs and the defendants has been imported into a con- 
tract between the defendants and the third parties. This alone 
would be sufficient reason for the Court declining to give direc- 
tions. But even if there was a clear ease of indemnity; I am satis- 
fied that all the disputes between the defendants and the third 
party could not be jointly determined in this action : Baxter v. 
France{N'o. 2) It has been urged by the defendants that there 

is one question which is common as between the plaintiffs and the 
defendants and as between the defendants and Messrs. Karaka 


and Co.; namely; the quality of the coal which arrived in the S. S. 
Blake and that if this were so, it was most undesirable that this 
same question should have to be decided twice over in different 
suits, It,was further urged that Messrs. Karaka and Co. knew 
all about the quality of the coal ex S, S. Blake as they had taken 
delivery of some of it and the defendants had only passed on to 
them the delivery order from the plaintiffs. The answer to this 
is that as the defendants themselves bought all the coal ex- 
S. S. Blake except the 400 tons taken delivery of by Messrs. 
Karaka and Co., they are in a better position to lead evidence 
as to its quality than Messrs. Karaka and Co. In England 
before 1883 if there was one question in the action, identical as 
between the plaintiff and the defendant and as between the 


s ldel^dant and the third party, the third party could have been 
^ that he could be bound by the trial of that particular 
^l> 9 t that can no loiter be done under the rules ttow in 
definable it might be, and the rules of the High 
th^ same as the .Kngfish tides. '' , 
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In my opinion, this is clearly a case in which the Court should 
exercise its discretion in refusing to give third party directions. 
The summons is discharged and the third parties must be dis- 
missed from the action. The defendants must pay the costs of 
the third parties and the plaintiffs, 

Attorneys for plaintiffs : Messrs. Cmigie^ Lynch ^ Owen, 
Attorneys for defendants ; Messrs. Little ^ Co, 

Attorneys for third parties : Messrs. Thak%nlm <§* Qo, 
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ORIGINAL CIVIL. 


Before Mr, J usiice Beaman, 

BULLABHJI SAKHIBAS SANGHA]J^I, PxAiNrirr, «?. THE GBEAT 1909, 
INBIAli? PElTlHSULA PAILWAY COMPANY, BErENDANTs.* A'Uffust2B, 

ANNA EANIJ, PiAiNxirr, v. THE GREAT INBIAN PENINSULA ' 
RAILWAY COMPANY, BEi’BNUAis’Ts.f 

Negligence of Bailway CoM^gany — Breach of statutory duty'-^lnjwy to 
passengers with arm outside carriage window — Contributonj negligence — 

Contractual oUigations, 

The fact that a door on a moving tiain is open is evidence, but not coiicla-* 
sive proof, of negligence on the pait of the Railway Company. 

Where theie is a statutory obligation, any bieach of it which causes an 
accident is conclusiye against the defendant apart fiom special proof of 
negligence. But the bieach must in itself he the cause of the accident, and ^ 

the rule does not extend so far as to exclude the defence of contrifoutoi’y 
negligence. 

In view of the contiactual relations between the parties, a Railway Company 
is not liable for injuries caused to any part of a passenger which is outside 
the carriage in which he is travelling, provided that such injuries could not 
have been received had the passenger remained inside the carriage. 

The application of the rule that, whore there is negligence on both sides, the 
negligence of the peison who had the last chance of aveiting the accident is 
the efficient cause thereof, must be restricted to cases where the danger was 
apparent to both or at least one of the paities before the accident actually 
happened. 



^ Original Suit No* 706 of 19^08» 


t Original Suit No. 761 of l608i 
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These two suits arose out of the same incident. The plaintiffs 
were passengers in an up local train of the defendant Company, 
proceeding from Mazagaon to Masjid. At a point just before 
Masjid, a down mail train passed, with the door of one of its 
compartments open and swinging. The door caught the arms 
of the plaintiffs which were projecting slightly outside the 
carriage windows and inflicted severe injuries. As a result 
these two suits were filed against the Company for damages, 
and, as they involved the same points of law and of fact, were 
consolidated and heard together. 

The plaintiff charged the defendant Company with negligence 
in allowing the door to swing open and further in having in- 
fringed the statutory regulations with regard to the dimensions 
of carriages and of the open way between the tracks. 

The defendant Company denied negligence, and alleged that 
the accident was due solely to the negligence of the plaintiffs 
in putting their arms outside the windows in spite of notices to 
the contrary, and relied alternatively on the plea of contri- 
butory negligence. 


It was agreed that the question of liability should first be 
decided, and that, if necessary, the question of damages should 
be considered afterwards. 

(with Jmhi) for the plaintiff in the first suit, and 
(with Kajijt) for the plaintiff in the second suit : — 


The open door is evidence of negligence : Gee v. Metrojielifan 
Bailwa^ Bromley v. The G. I, P, Bailway Compan.y^^'>, 

The guard neglected his duty. See the general rules publish- 
ed by Government under section 47 of the Indian Eailways Act, 
and also the Traffic Instructions Book of the G, I. P. Eailway. 

The Company has in addition infringed the standard di- 
mensions. The width of the carriages is too great, while the 
^ace between the tracks is too small. 


, ' j,In^the case of a breach of a statutory duty, the defendant is 
.^^^%,iyiithout further proof of negligence : David v. Brilamk 

Qv B. 161. (2) (1899) 34 Bom 1. 

'<8ia909)8K.B.146r ; 
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The position of the windows is such that a person in the 
plaintiff's seat naturally puts his arm out. 

The notices forbidding leaning out of the windows were in 
English, a language which very, few 3rd class passengers 
ean read. The defendant Company knew the notices were 
disregarded. Since the accident, an additional bar had been put 
on the windows. 

B,dbertsQn {Strangman, Advocate-General, with him) for the 
defendant Company : — 

The plaintiffs took the risk themselves. It would be a serious 
responsibility for the Company to have to look after passengers 
and prevent them leaning out of windows. All the cases show 
that a Company does not insure its passengers, but is bound only 
to take reasonable care for their safety, and that only when 
they remain inside the carriage: Simon v. London General 
Omnibus CoS^\ Wase v. London Genet al Omnibus Co.®, Pirie v. 
Caledonian Bailwag^^^. See also Seven on Negligence, p. 988. 

The leading case on the general responsibility of railway com- 
panies is Beadfliead v. Midland Bculwag Compang^^^, See also 
The East Indian Baihoay Gotnpany v. Kalidas Mulerji^^'>j and 
Hanson v. Lancashire and Yorhshire Bailway Companyi^* 

If the plaintiffs had remained wholly inside the carriage the 
accident could not have happened. This is therefore most 
apparent contributory negligence. 

As regards standard measurements, we had permission to 
increase the width of carriages. There is no connection between 
the width of the space between the tracks and the width of 
carriages. 

The placing of an additional bar on the windows after the 
accident is no evidence of negligence. Hatf v. LanoasUn and 

TofMhife MMwdy 

Evidence shows that the guard did actually lock the door so 
that the presumption of negligence is rebutted. * 

(1) om 23 T- L. R. 463. (4) (J869) L. S. 4 Q. B. 379. 

I (2) (1907) 23 T. 1/ E. 616. (5) (1901) 2S Cal. 401. 

(3) [1807] 17BoMio,1163. (6) (1872) 20 W. E. 297 

(7) (1869) ?1 L. rN, S 261, 
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There k no case similar to this in England, but in America 
the case of TocU y. OU Cohn^^ eie., Bdlfoai C0S^'> in the 
Massachusetts Court is wholly in my favour. 

Bapikia in reply: — ^ 

True the Railway Company does not insure, but it must exercise 
great care. It is liable for the smallest negligence, though not 
for unforeseen accidents. For the degree of care to be taken, seo 
Macnamara on Carriers, p. 577, and Seven on Negligence, p. 33. 

This case is of course distinguishable from MeGawhy v. 
Furness Umlmp Gi)mpany^^^^ see also Thatoher v. Great Western 
Railway 

With reference to the standard dimensions, the Company 
ought to have widened the centre way of the track before 
building wider carriages. The circulars relied on as sanctioning 
the increased width of carriages do not really do so, as the centre 
way was not widened in proportion. The Company’s construc- 
tion of the circulars leads to absurdity. 

Beaman, J.*— These are two consolidated suits by two third- 
class passengers, on the defendant Company's train, for damages. 
The plaintiffs complain of injuries received and attribute them 
to the defendants* negligence. The defendants deny negligence 
in fact and further plead that, if there was negligence on their 
part, there was contributory negligence on the plaintiffs* part 
disentitling them to recover. 


The facts, which are virtually undisputed, are, that the plaint- 
iffs were travelling by the 1-30 local up train from Matunga to 
Maajid on the 22nd March 1908. A short way before Masjid 
Station, between Mazagaon and Masjid, the down Nagpur mail 
passed at high speed. A door of one of the compartments on 
that train was open and *s winging. It caught the projecting 
;^mbs of the plaintiffs inflicting very serious injuries. The first 
igtestion I am to decide is the question of liability. As to the 
I plaintiff, the defendant had opened the 

"door and was standing with his arm on the outside silL About 
the first plaintiff, there is virtually no dispute. 


liilti 


B, 1$. 


(3872) L. R. 8 Q. B. 57. 
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He was sitting with his back to the engihej on a window seat, 
with his arm resting on the sill. The upper part of the arm 
naturally projected a little, and just before the accident he was 
turning to the window to spit, which Esjay have caused the arm 
to project a little further. But whether it was five or seven 
inches outside the window appears to me to be of no consequence. 
The second plaintiff makes a like case for himself. And again 
the extent to which the limb was outside the window seems un- 
important ; though it might be important for the defendant to 
show that he had opened the door while the train was on. the 
track and not in a station, and so voluntarily exposed himself 
to an unusual risk. 

The defendant Company denies, first, that it was in any way 
guilty of negligence. I had better, therefore, deal with that 
contention. If it be found in the defendant’s favour, there is an 
end of the ease. The defendant al!ege.s that before the Nagpur 
down mail left Victoi'ia Terminus the guard in charge of the 
train went dowm its whole length closing the doors. It is to be 
observed that while the train lay at the platform the doors on 
the platform side were the doors which became the oAF-side 
doors as soon as the train was on the open track. There is a 
statutory obligation on the Company to close all doors. This 
they say they did. They go further and point to their own rules 
by which guards are ordered not only to close but lock all doors 
on the off-side. Kinsley, the guard in charge of the mail, swears 
that he entered the carriage to which the door which caused 
the injuries belongs. It was a compartment reserved for ladies. 
It was unoccupied. Accordingly, he swears that he put the 
shutters up, got out, closed and locked the door. He remem- 
bers having done this distinctly. Munro, the rear guard, 
Kinsley’s subordinate, corroborates him. He swears that he saw 
Kinsley going down the train closing and locking the doors. 
Dr. Fcnseca, a passenger by the train, has also been called to 
swear to this. But I cannot attach much value to his evidence, 
It is quite possible that he may have seen Kinsley closing some 
doors and yet not have seen him close this door. This evidence 
shows that all the off-side doors wore closed and locked in three 
minutes or so before the train started, I confess it seems to me 
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a little doubtful whether that would prove conclusively that the 
doors were all closed and locked when the train started, Cer- 
tainly it would not in England, where belated passengers seek 
to enter trains up to the last moment^ and lailway ofScials may 
open doors that have been closed to let them in^ and forget to close 
and lock them again. In the particular case, however, there were 
no lady passengers and the compartment was, in fact, empty. 
It is still possible that after Kinsley closed and locked the door, 
assuming that he did, some passengers got a member of the 
platform staff to open it for him, and then finding it was alady^s 
reserved compartment, rushed off, and so the door got left open. 
The alternative suggestion that a passenger with a railway key 
came up, opened the door, and left it open seems to me too 
improbable. The truth appears to me to lie between two pos- 
sibilities neither of which is highly improbable The first is that 
Kinsley is mistaken, and thought ho had closed and locked this 
door, but had not. The other is that, after he had done so, some 
member of the railway staff opened the door andfoigot to close it. 
In either case, there would be evidence of negligence to go to a 
Jury. The fact that a door on a moving train is open, is evi- 
dence of negligence on the part of the Company; Gee v. Mei^o- 
fohfan Com^any ^'^ ; Mklmcls v. Q)eai Lmiem 

Mailwfty Comjpmy^-\ Evidence only, be it observed, is not 
necessarily a conclusive proof. And a very great Judge doubted 
whether the fact alone ought to be even evidence of negligence, 
faking that, however, to be settled as matter of law, I should 
find on this point that there was negligence on the part of the 
Company in respect of the open door on carriage 1846 of the 
Nagpur down mail For, whether Kinsley forgot or omitted to 
close and lock the door, or whether another servant of the 
Company opened it after Kinsley had locked it and forgot to 
ulme it, I apprehend that the Company would be equally affected 
vrith negligence. It is not alleged by the plaintiffs that there 
was any defect in the lock or catch of the door, so that once it 
closed and locked it could not possibly have opened of itself, 
uot the Company's case that any one unauthoriaedly 
had left Victoria Terminus. I do not '■ 

i ) p^ 73 } la K 
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accept the suggestion that any one did so unauthorizedly by the 
use of a private railway key in the three minutes which 
intervened between Kinsley ha\ ing, as he swears, closed and 
locked the door and the train starting. 

That, then, must be taken to be my first finding of fact upon 
the evidence. I do not wish to reflect in any waj* upon the 
honesty of either Kinsley or Munro. But it is plain that Kinsley 
was bound to swear what he did, and it is quite possible that he 
may have swoin the truth, just as it is quite possible that he may 
have been mistaken, without shaking my conclusion. As to 
Munro, I have no doubt that he has told the truth to the limit 
of his knowledge and belief, 

I will now deal with the next question of law which has given 
rise to a great deal of agrument and minute analysis of measure- 
ments, Briefly, I take the rule of law to be that where there 
a statutory obligation, any breach of that which causes an 
accident is conclusive against the defendant apart from special 
proof of negligence. But the breach of the duty must, in itself 
he the cause of the accident, and the rule does not extend so far 
as to exclude the deience of contributory negligence. If I am 
right, the lesult will show that this part of the case is of little 
importance. The plaintiffs'* contention is that the dimensions of 
carriages were exceeded. The defendants reply that they were 
within their circulars of 1896 and 1905 and that the latter read 
With the special sanction obtained in 1904, completely covers 
them. The plaintiffs meet this by alleging that the sanction and 
circulars are all to be read with the orders regulating the mini- 
mum width of central track. Thus when the Company were 
permitted to widen their carriages to ten feet, that permission was 
conditioned by a minimum width of twelve feet, and a recom- 
mended width of fourteen feet between central track points. 
Whereas in fact the Company widened their carriages without 
widening their track. The result of this was to narrow the distance 
between passing trains from a minimum of three feet five or six 
inches to a minimum of about two feet six inches at the outside. 
A^^ming, for the sake of argument, though I am not prepared 
tq hold that it is so, that the plaintiffs are right, then while no 
doubt the breach of the statutory obligation , coupled with 
the negligent act of the defendant in leaving the doot open con- 
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tlibuted to the accident, it was not in itself the cause of the acci- 
dent, nor could it alone have caused the accident. As a special 
legal argument, then, standing alone, this appears to me to lose 
all point. It is left to he a factor of the whole negligence charged 
upon the defendant which the plaintiff must prove. Audit is 
therefore, in my opinion, quite unnecessary to go into all the 
minutim of the measurements and the terms of the circulars and 
sanction. The defendant Company admits that in the existing 
state of the track, the carriages Being of their actual dimensions, 
when the door swung open, it reached to within four and a half 
inches of the limit of the crossing carriages, (I am not particular 
to the fraction of an inch Because, in my opinion, that makes no 
real difference and I therefore say, roughly, four and a half inches ) 
Now the defendant’s case is that it is only bound to carry its 
passengers safely inside the carriages provided for their use. 
No obligation whatever lies upon it to look to their safety 
if they get outside the carriages. Therefore, it being admitted 
that the plaintiffs sustained their injuries outside the limits of 
the carriage or carriages in which they were travelling, they 
took their own risk and the defendant Company is in no way 
responsible. If that proposition is correct, it is plain that 
there is an end of the case. For no matter how near the 
open door of carriage 1846 came to the surface exteriors of 
carnages on the np local, no matter what negligence the 
Company was guilty of in leaving that door open, no matter 
how much or how little they had exceeded the dimensions 
prescribed by statute, no injury could possibly have been 
one to the plaintiffs had they kept within the cairiages 

^ consideration^of 

the very difficult question of contributoiy negligence. 

The defendant’s ease is that a passenger, who puts any part 
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other hand, contend that resting their arms on the sills of 
the windows was as ordinary natural every-day act, which was 
not even negligence, and certainly could not have been con- 
tributory negligence disentitling them to recover for injuries 
done to them in such positions by an act of negligence on the 
part of the defendant Company. It will probably be seen that 
these contentions approach the central question from different 
points ; the Company appears to rest mainly upon its contrac- 
tual obligations, the plaintiffs on the general principles of the 
common law. We contracted, say the defendants, to carry 
passengers inside and not outside our carriages. If they put 
themselves outside the carriages they exceeded their rights 
under our contract, and were to that extent mere trespassers. 
We cannot be made answerable for any injuries which they 
courted, and actually suffered by such unauthorized acts. The 
plaintiffs reply, we had a right to be carried safely, and to be 
protected against all ordinary and expected risks. A person 
is not bound to do more than look out for what ordinarily 
happens ; he is not bound to guard against wholly unusual and 
unforeseen contingencies. Such a contingency was the open door 
of a passing train. No one can be expected to anticipate that 
a train will pass at speed with a door wide open, reaching to 
within four and a half inches of the windows of another train. 
In placing our arms on the sills of the windows, we did what 
millions of passengers in this country do every day, on the same 
track, with perfect safety. Our acts in themselves were not 
negligent. They were common every-day acts ; every one does 
them ; and not one in twenty million has ever incurred or been 
supposed to incur any risk by doing them. It is this possibility 
of putting the case in different ways, looking at it from different 
points of view, involving the application of different principles, 
that makes the decision difficult. 

The general rule was thus stated by Baron Alderson in 
V. Birmingham Waiemoils Cvmpawg’^K "Negligence is the 
omission to do something which a reasonable man, guided upon 
those considerations which ordinarily regulate the conduct of 
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huBian affairS; would do^ or doing sometliing which a prudent and 
reasonable man would not do/^ It was not necessary for him 
to state (goes on Pollock in his work on Tortsh but we have 
always to remember that negligence will not be a ground of 
legal liability unless the party who««o conduct is in question is 
already in a situation that brings him under the duty of taking 
care. This^ it will be observed^ says nothing of the party^s state 
of mind; and rightly. Jurisprudence is not psychology, and 
law disregards many psychological distinctions^ not because 
lawyers are ignorant of their existence, but because for legal 
purposes it is impracticable or useless to regard them. This is 
the kind of giound which the plaintiffs would take. They 
would allege^ and I cannot help feeling with great show of 
reason, that the circumstances weie not such as to impose upon 
them the duty of taking special care. They would say, all 
passengers in this country sitting by open windows on an open 
track are, and have always been, in the habit of resting their 
arms for comfort or convenience on the sills of the windows. 
The distance between the tracks if maintained and not invaded 
by some subject which never ought to have been there, and the 
presence of which could not possibly have been anticipated, 
makes this practice so perfectly sate, it has been so firmly esta- 
blished, that no passenger ought to be affected with a false kind 
of contractual negligence merely because he followed it, and, 
owing to an utterly unforeseen piece of negligence on the part 
of the Railway Company, was seriously injured. Before going, 
is shortly as may be, into the case-law, I will mention the 
philosophical ground of the doctrine of contributory negligence 
derived by philosophical jurists from Aristotle. The four cate- 
gories of causation are-— 

I i(l) The essence of formal cause. That would, I suppose^ in 
case, be the actual contact of the door with the arms 

" of the plaintiffs. 

. . (2) The necessitating conditions or the material cause. These 
Would be tbe open door, and the arms of the passengers within^ 

its reach. 

-(3) 'The proxin|||||^^ efficient efruse* * i/ i I 1 1 
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(4) The final cause, that for the sake of which the aet was 
done. The last category has no bearing upon a question of this 
kind, being restricted, as I understand, to motive and therefore 
to the intentional acts of sentient beings. 

The doctrine of contributory negligence resolves itself into 
the second and third categories and the determination upon all 
the factors found existing within them of the question which of 
these factors was the efficient cause ? A plaintiff^s act may 
make one of the necessitating conditions, and so be negligence. 
But to take it further and convert it into contributory negli- 
gence, it must further be found to have been the efficient cause 
of the accident. 

Then the text-book writers and the Judges have deduced a 
rule of practice, which may be roughly stated thus. Where 
there is negligence on both sides, the test to be applied in trying 
to find out which was the efficient cause is, who had the last 
chance of averting the accident ? A consideration, however, of 
the numerous cases giving rise to an enquiry into contributory 
negligence will show that this rule, though sometimes of groat 
Use, cannot be made universally applicable. In the present 
instance, since the plaintiff at any rate could hardly in fairness 
be deemed to have known that the door vliich injured him 
was open, how was he to avert the accident ? True he had, 
in one sense, the last chance of doing so, hut merely on the 
supposition that neither he nor the defendant knew that the 
danger existed. If the detendant knew that the door was open, 
it would be as fair to say that they should have stopped their train 
as that the plaintiff should have pulled in his arm. I apprehend 
that the application of the rule must be restricted to cases in 
which both parties or one party at any rate is in fact aware of 
the danger before the accident actually happens. I will now 
deal with some of the authorities. I take this opportunity of 
thanking Mr. Baptista for the great industry he has shown in 
collecting every ease which has any bearing on the point, his 
ability in commenting upon them and the text-book writers and 
the aeal and thoroughness vhieh he has shown in presenting 
his clienK cases to tlio Court. I may frankly add that my 


1900. 


DtT3bLABHa 1 
BAxnmkB 

a A P. 
lUmwAY 
Co* 



THl INDIAN IiAW REPORTS, [VOU XXXIV. 


1909 . 


DprmABHJI 

SAfca;Xi>As 

% 

a, I. a 

BAliWAX 

Cor 


gympathie^ have been throughout and still are with the plaintiffs. 
I cannot help feeling that these poor men, doing what their 
fellows have always done with impunity, very naturally believe 
that they are entitled to the protection of the law when they 
find that, owing to an utterly unforeseen occurrence, they arc 
maimed for life or seriously injured; and if the law should 
turn out to be against them, I still think that the sense of most 
average men would be with them on the general merits of their 
grievance. On the other hand, I can quite understand that 
the Company is obliged to lay aside all sentimental considerations 
when a principle, so far-reaching and of such vital importance 
to the conduct of their business, is at stake. But for that, I do 
not doubt that common humanity would have impelled them to 
offer some compensation at any rate to these poor men whose 
injuries, whatever the strict legal rights of the parties may be, 
were, no doubt, caused by the Company’s negligent act. But 
a Judge has nothing to do one way or the other with sentiment. 
My duty is to find out, if I can, what the law enjoins and keep 
myself strictly to that. 


Now, it a is singular thing that, notwithstanding the millions 
and millions of passengers who have travelled over railway 
lines in England, and the doubtless innumerable instances 
of putting parts of their persons outside the carriage windows, 
the point I have to decide is absolutely, as far as English 
Courts go, res integnt. There is not a single reported case of 
the kind. No passenger in England has ever sustained injuries 
in this way, or, if he has, has sued to recover damages from 
the Company for them. Two of the State Courts of America 
have considered the question. The Pennsylvanian Court has 
held that the Company is liable, where the road is so 
narrow as to endanger projecting limbs, unless the windows 
^ of the cars arc so barricaded with bars as to render it 
for the passenger to put his limhs outside the 
New Jersey SailroaS Co. v. Kennavd^K Stripped 
^iWiher ambiguous language in which the principle of 
'ifgtated (which I quote from Beven), this amount®* i 

t Vi-' I i 
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to fixing the Company with liability in every case where 
the road is so narrow as to endanger passengers who raay 
put their limbs out of the carriage. For the remainder of 
the qualification amounts to this only, that no accident could 
nave happened. Of course, if the Company make it im- 
possible for a passenger to put his arm or hand out of the 
window, he could not possibly receive any injury by doing 
that which is, ex hypotlmi, impossible. Waiving that and 
going to the more intelligible ground of the decision, it seems 
to mo to really go all the way, and impose upon the Company 
the duty of making accidents of the kind impossible, or if the 
Company cannot do that, then of imposing upon them liability 
for the consequences. If the track is so wide that putting an arm 
or hand out of the window could not bring about an aeeidenfi 
there could be no liability upon the Company, because there 
could he no accident. But taking the sense of the decision, I 
think that it is clearly in favour of the plaintiffs. For what the 
Court fixed its mind upon was the risk to the passengers from 
a standing and permanent peril — the narrowness of the track. 
If the Company did not or could not guard against that, it was 
liable. A fortiori, it would be liable for a peril independent 
altogether of the width of the track and against which it could 
guard. Such for example, as allowing a train to start on a 
double track with one of its doors wide upon. On the other 
hand, the Massachusetts Court decided that there was no 
liability in such circumstances upon the Railway Company. 
That Court has adopted the rule, that if a passenger’s elbow 
extends through the window beyond the place where the sash 
would have been if the window had been shut, the passenger’s 
conduct would indicate such carelessness as would disentitle him 
from recovering, Todd v. Old Colorty ^c, Bailroad CofiK 
Upon this Beven comments : “ The point has not arisen in 
England, where there is no reason to doubt that, should it, the 
Massachusetts rule would he adopted.^’ And he adds that since 
the above was in type, Simon v. London General Omnilus 
and Hase v. Lmdon General Omniim have 

(W sa Mass. 207. <2) (1S07) 23 T. L E. 4SS, 

(n (1907) T. h. E. 610, 
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been decided in accordance with the above forecasi. I entertain 

some doubt whether this is a strictly accurate application of 
the rulings in those two recent cases. In the first place, there 
appears to ^me to be a clear distinction between the case of a 
man in a railway carriage travelling on an open track, and 
that of a man on an omnibus, which, every one knows, has to 
thread dense traffic and frequently risk close shaving. Referred 
back to the general fundamental principle of negligence, ■ it 
might be doubted whether the same kind of duty, or at any 
rate, a duty of the same degree, is imposed upon persons 
respectively so situated. What might be ordinaiy and reason- 
able care in the one case might fall far short of it in 
the other. A man on an omnibus knows that he will be 
constantly at varying distances from vehicles and pavement 
structures, that at any moment he may bo brought into 
almost actual contact with them. A man - in a railway carriage 
does not know this. He expects- every one expects— that 
the track distances will, on an open line, be maintained, 
and that nothing will come much nearer to him than the 
face of a passing train. Again, he knows that in all ordi- 
nary circumstances that will be some distance away from 
him, certainly more than a few inches. This is a inatter of 
common every-day experience on which passengers, who are 
to be judged by the standard of ordinary reasonable care and 
prudence, may well claim to rely. , That is one reason why I 
think the two omnibus eases do not as fully make good Seven's 
forecast as that eminent writer is disposed to think. Another 
reason IS that in both these eases the Omnibus Company was 
found m fact not to have been guilty of any negligence at all. ~ 
In one ease the passenger was actually within the limits of the 
omnibus and was injured by a projection from some structure ' 
on the pavement. It was held that the driver could not have 

course he did, acted with 
resultant injury in that case had to : 
down to unavertable accident. In the other ease the - 

the driver took was perfectly proper aiid 
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Company. These eases^ therefore, are distinguishaTble and the 
point I am to determine is, in my opinion, entirely m integm^ 
except for the American decisions. True, there is the great 
weight of Beven^'s own authority. The opinion of a text-book 
writer is not binding on any Court. But where he is of such 
eminence as Seven, there can be little doubt that the expression 
of his opinion in this book has contributed to the absence 
of all claims like the present being formulated in the English 
Courts. Eurther, while I admit that Beven^s opinion does not 
bind me, I set a high value on it, as the considered opinion of 
a very profound and philosophical student of this particular 
branch of the law and an authority amongst text-book writers 
of the first eminence. The nearest case to this is a Scotch 
case Pme v. Caledonian Itailwag Company There a woman 
seized with sudden illness put her head out of the carriage 
window and was killed by a mail bag on an apparatus put up 
by the Company to give facilities to the Post Master- General 
for putting the mails on and off trains. The ease was much 
relied on by the defendant Company. But it appears to me 
that, standing alone, it is about as favourable to the one side 
as to the other. The Jury found for the Company. But it was 
never thought, I believe, that the decision went so far as to 
cover every case in which a passenger might put his head out of 
a train window and so sustain injuries. The facts were very 
special and Lord Adames direction to the Jury shows that the 
verdict really turned upon the reasonableness or otherwise of the 
manner and extent to which the Company had complied with 
the Post Master*’GeneraFs requisitions. Beven says : The case 
must not be stretched to the length of inferring that in all cases 
a passenger thrusting his head out of window will be disentitled 
to recover in the event of injury happening to him through doing 
so . I confess that I find some difficulty in reconciling this 
expression of opinion with that which shortly preceded it, that 
a passenger putting his arm through the window does so at his 
own risk, and that there can be no doubt that the English 
: Courts, should such a case come before them, would follow the rule 
of the Massachusetts Courts and disallow the plaintiffs claim# 
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JSam V* Laticmhhe ami YorhJdre Bailway CoS^’^ was decicleil 
OE the gtoEttd that the injury was not the necessary consequence 
of the Company's ncgligenco in leaving the door open* It was 
afterwards much reflected upon and has little hearing on the 
present case. 


In Qee y* Metiopolikn Mailmay Compcmi/^^\ the facts 
were that the plaintifF got up and placed his hand on the door in 
order to look out at the lights of an approaching station* The 
door flew open, the plaintiff fell out and was injured* The case 
was argued on a rule before the Exchequer Chamhor, and Kelly 
0. B. laid it down that there was not only evidence of negligence 
on the part of the defendant Company but evidence of liability 
(which is a different thing) to go to the Jury ; fui ther, that there 
was no question of contributoiy negligence raised on the rule, 
so that was not to he considered. Martin B. thought that 
there was a question of contributory negligence which was 
properly left to the Jury. And his observations on the point 
are instructive. He relies a good deal upon the railway being 
an under-ground railway, where there is little to look at but 
walls, and also upon the windows being barred, thereby warning 
passengers that there was danger in putting their heads or hands 
out of the windows. He says : Therefore it seenrs to me that 
you cannot possibly shut out from the consideration of the Jury, 
whether or not a man may not do wrong and know that he is 
doing wrong in putting his head or hand out of the window/^ 
As I understand the gist of that learned Judge's remarks^ even 
had the passenger put his head or hand out of the window, that 
would have been matter proper to be left to the Jury on a plea 
of contributory negligence and ought not to have been withheld 
from the Jury as matter of law conclusively disentitling the 
plaintiff from I’ecovering. The whole of Brett J/s judgment is 
useful* He says was there evidence that it the Oompamy^s 
M was the sole cause ? Now that becomes somewhat 

ieated* If during the plaintiff’s case an act of his was 
^ ^ ^ "^as so clearly contributory to the accident, that It 

v ^aadb^ for any reasonable man to find to Ihe 

, ^untwy^t ^ ^hat .^t was so clearly a negligent act that it i 
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would be unreasonable in reasonable men to find that it was not 
negligence^ so that any Court would, upon either of those points, 
immediately set aside a verdict of the Jury, finding the contrary 
of either, I am not prepared to say that the J udge might not 
then inle that the plaintiff had failed to pxit forward evidence 
upon which a J iiry might find in his favour that the accident 
was solely caused by the defendant's negligence/^ Now this 
appears to me hard to reconcile with what had already fallen 
from Kelly 0. B. and Martin B, For if merely putting a head 
or hand out of window is negligence of the kind indicated by 
Brett J,, then that fact being proved, would justify a Court in 
withholding the question from the Jury and at once non-suiting 
the plaintiff. This was what the Scotch Court did in another ease. 
In Tool V NoHli British Railway Compaity^^\ the pursuer complain* 
ed that while standing on the p^atfoim of one of the Oompany^s 
stations, one of their trains was set in motion, with a carriage 
door open, and that the door struck and injured him. The 
Court of Session non-suited the pursuer on the ground that there 
was no relevant averment. This, however, was reversed in the 
Lords. I only mention this case, otherwise having no bearing 
on my present enquiry, as an illustration of the length to which 
the Scotch Courts will go in deciding upon the pleadings whether 
or not there are facts to be laid before a Jury at all i possibly, 
therefore, useful in considering whether, when the plaintiff 
admits that he was tra\ elling with a part of his person outside 
the carriage, any injury to that part would entitle him to main- 
tain an action for damages against the Company. 

Biehards v. Great Basterit Railway Oompany^^\ is a case 
following Gee v. The Metropolitan Railway Company^^, and the 
two cases together seem to me to he direct authority for this 
proposition and this proposition only, that the fact of a door 
being open on a train is evidence of negligence on the part of 
the Company. 

Graham v. North ladeni Railway was the case of a 

guard on a dominant railway, who suffered injuries to his head 

a) tisos] A. c 0 ) (i87s) n. e. s q. b. loi. 
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froiu a post on tlie feenieiifc railway while looking out in the dis- 
charge o£ Ms duty. The ground of the decision against the defcnd- 
Company was the Jury finding of faofc that the past was put 
#. I. jji ^ position dangerous to a guard whose duty it was to look 

Cq, out oE his van. It cannot be inferred from this that the decision 
^ ^ or the Jury'^s verdict would have been the same had the guard 

been under no obligation to look out. Passengers are under no 
such obligation. But read with some of BeveMs own obser- 
vations on the Scotch case of Fine v* Caledonian Bail wan 

an impression may be created that a Company is bound 
not to construct its track in such a way as to be a trap for 
unwary passengers* So that were an injury occasioned to a 
passenger whose head or arm was out of the window by some 
stiucture on the track, which came very close to the window, 
and could fairly be regarded as a trap, it would appear that 
Beven would qualify, or might qualify, the opinion he has 
expressea against the right of passengers, who extrude any 
portion of their persons from the carriage, to recover for injury. 
For this rule must he uniform and reducible to a definite prin- 
ciple if it is to he a rule at all. It could not be a rule, and yet 
susceptible to modification in such ca^^es as Beven suggests. 
Nor would its application in such circumstances, as far as I can 
see, be helped by adding that if the Company built a line full 
of such traps, its construction as a whole would be deemed to be 
negligent and careless. For, if the passenger did 

not put any part ot his person out of the window, no number 
of such traps, no degree of propinquity could possibly cause him 
an injury. These appear to me to be the only cases which have 
anything like a diiect bearing on the present question. 

DuUm^ WicUow^ and Wexford Bailway Company v. Slaiiery^^^ 
decided that there was evidence to go to a Jury on a disputed 
|r|estion of fact, though several of the learned Judges of appeal 
^Ihought that on the facts alleged by the plaintiff himself there 
:.. '^^^:not» The plaintiff was crossing the line at a place where 
: forbidden. He was caught and killed by the incoming 
.The: express was bound to whistle, and the engine 

: / W Vi lief; , . . m (i878) 3 App. Cu, . 
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driver swore that lie Iiad whistled twice, other servants o£ the 
Cofnpany supported him. The plaintiffs evidence was that i£ 
the whistle had been sotmdcd they must have heard it but did 
not. Apart from that, the point of interest was that where 
there was evidence that notwithstanding the Company had pnt 
up warnings and prohibitions, these were consistently disregard- 
ed^ and no effort was made to enforce them, that too was evidence 
to go to a Jury. In this case the defendant Company contends 
that it put notices in the compartments with the words Do 
not lean out of the window legibly written in English, Evi- 
dence too has been given that the guards oi the Company 
frequently tell passengers who are leaning out of window not 
to do so. 

In Hamon v. Lancashire and Yorhhire Madmi/ ComDany^^ the 
plaintiff was injured while sitting in his carriage by a projecting 
piece of timber which was being carried on a passing goods train. 
The timber was loaded on a truck secured by a chiin only, and 
not in the best way by stanchions. The question was whether 
the plaintiff had successfully proved negligence. The mere 
happening of the accident was thought not to be sufficient. That 
early doctrine was founded on a decision of Lord Denman 
in Car^me v. London and Brighton Bmhoay Comimny^^. In 
some cases fes ipsa loqmfnr^ the accident may bo of such a 
nature that negligence may bo presumed front the mere occur- 
rence of it. But when the balance is even^ the onus is on the 
party who relies on the negligence of the other to turn the scale. 
That is now, I think, the accepted rule. And here while the 
swinging door might be thought at first to be a strong instance 
of res ipsa loquitur^ the Company's defence has to be taken into 
account. It then appears that if that defence is sound, it was 
not the open door which was the cause of the accident at all, but 
the fact that the passengers were outside and not inside their 
carriages. If they had been inside the door might have swung 
as it did and done them no harm. Had the door struck the 
compartments and so caused injury to the passengeis inside, then, 
indeed, I think, that the Company would have had to admit that 
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m ipsa loquitur and would have found it hard to plead that there 
was no negligence on their part, which being the cause of the 
accident rendered them liable to the persons injured. 

The next ease cited by Mr. Bapti&ta is CooLe v. MtclUnS 
Great Western 'Railway of helaud^^'^. Here the Company 
kept a turntable unlocked and therefore dangerous to the children 
near a public road. The children obtained access to the turn- 
table through a well-worn gap in a hedge which the Company 
were bound by Statute to keep in repair. A child playing on 
the turntable was seriously injured and it was held that there 
was evidence of actionable negligence on the part of the Eailway 
Company. It was found that there was a gap in the hedge 
although the Company were bound by Act of Parliament to 
maintain the hedge, Imt it was also held that this meie breach 
of the statutoiy obligation was not the effective causo of the 
accident* 


RaoU V. Bn/amiie Metfliyi Coal was a ease under 

the Coal Mines Regulation Act, and the Court held that a breach 
of the statutory duties imposed by that Act rendered the defend- 
ant Company liable for negligence without special proof of 
particular personal negligence. But there the injury was direct- 
ly caused by the breach of the obligation. 


In McCawley v. Imness Mailway Company'?'^ it was held 
that the plaintiff, a drover who was carried free at his own risk 
according to his contract with the Company could not recover 
for an injury, although it was alleged to have been caused by the 
“ gross and wilful negligence of the Company.’" The piinciple 
of this decision may be extended to such a case as the defendant 
^ Company here relies on; for if it be truly a part of the implied 
agreement between passengers and the Company that the former 
are to be carried inside and not outside the carriages, then it 
appears to me that if they insist upon putting themselves outside 
'. :.&e carriages they do so at their own risk like the drover 
I 'l.^^Tvley, save only that he consented to take all risks inside 
carriages in which he was travelling. This 

lix tlW] A C* (%) [IQCO-* 2 K* B 1,^0 
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decision brings into strong relief the contractual basis of the isoo. 
respective rights and liabilities of passengers and carriers. And duliiabhji 
it goes some way at least to^irards confirming the defendant’s Sakhidas 
contention, that in questions of this kind, no liability at all can I* P* 
be fix.ed on the Company which they did not contract themselves Co. 
into. 


Crocker v. was the case of a girl employed in a soda 

water manufactory. She was injured by the explosion of a bottle. 
She had been warned to wear a mask and such masks were 
provided. Nevertheless, the Company defendant was held liable, 
although the plaintiff had neglected to put on the protecting 
mask. This case is cited, I suppose, to show that the defendant 
Company here cannot evade liability on the ground that they 
had put up notices warning passengers not to lean out of the 
windows, and had also barred the windows. It was said by the 
Master of the Rolls in giving judgment that the precautions 
which the defendant had taken showed that he was aware of the 
danger. And an aigument from that is directed against the 
Company. It was held not to be contributory negligence on the 
part of the plaintiff that she had refused to obey the caution and 
avail herself of the protection of the mask. So here, I suppose, 
it might be contended that it was not contributory negligence on 
the part of the plaintiffs to disregard the notice in the carriage and 
ignore what was implied by putting bars across the window. 
But I do not think that the analogy is very close, or the author* 
ity directly in point. Much in Croder v. BanM^ appears to 
have turned on the tender age of the plaintiff. Further, it does 
not appear to have been decided on the basis of a strict and 
defined contractual relation. 


B10& V. Birmingham Water-worhsS^'^ was a case of injury 
caused to the plaintiff by the bursting of some of the defendant's 
pipes under pressure ot extreme cold. I do not think it has 
much bearing on this question. It was cited, I beheve, in sup- 
port of the same general argument as that which was founded 
on the preceding case. The judgment of Alderson B., however, 

(1) (1888) 4 T. Ii B, sat. (2) (1856) 11 Ex. 781. 
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contains tlie general definition of negligence which has met with 
the approval of subsequent text- book writers^ and on which the 
plaintiffs here rely. 

In WaMlin v, London and 8tuth Western Mailway of Ireland^^^ 
it was held that, assuming there was negligence *on the part 
of the defendant Company, there uas no evidence to go to a 
juiy connecting that negligence with the death of the man killed 
at the level-crossing. There are weighty observations by Lord 
Watson in giving Judgment which, I think, 1 may quote with 
advantage. appears to me that in all such cases the liability 
of the defendant Company must rest upon these facts,-— ^in the 
first place that there was some negligent act or omission on the 
part of the Company or their servants which materially contri- 
buted to the injury or death complained of, and, in the second 
place, that theie was no contributory negligence on the part of 
the injured or deceased person. But it does not, in my opinion, 
necesaaiily follow that the whole burden of proof is cast upon 
the plaintiff. That it lies with the plaintiff to prove the first 
of these propositions does not admit of dispute, Meie allegation 
or proof that the Company were guilty of negligence is al- 
together irrelevant; they might be guilty of many negligent 
acts or omissions, which might possibly have occasioned injury 
to somebody, but had no connection whatever with the injury for 
which redress is sought, and therefore the plaintiff must allege 
and prove, not merely that they were negligent, but that their 
caused or materially contributed to the injury.'^ 
Now, applying those observations to the facts here, wo may go 
so far as to hold that the plaintiff has proved an act of negli- 
gence which (apart from the strict contractual relations set up 
by the defendant) materially contributed to the injury. But it it 
only contributed materially or, for that matter at all, because 
I ^ ^ breach on the pkintifE's part of his contractual obligation 
' .^ta remain inside the carriage, it apart from that breach there 
material contribution to the accident by tiie 
|;;|^f'^<tent because there could have been no accident at ail, the 
I «<?f these remarks, at any rate so far as they might foe 
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supposed to favour the plaintiff, appears to me to be entirely 
changed. Lord Watson goes on.— the plaintiffs evidence 
were sufficient to shew that the negligence of the defendants did 
materially contribute to the injury, and threw no light upon the 
question of the injured parfcy^s negligence, then I should be of 
opinion that, in the absence of any coanter*evidence from the 
defendants, it ought to be presumed that, in point of fact, there 
was no such contributory negligence Those remarks were 
made with reference to the facts of that case. The man who 
was killed was found dead on the line, and no one knew how 
the accident had happened. But that js not the ease here. For 
the Court is in full possession of every fact. The Court knows 
exactly how this accident happened. It happened owing to two 
contributing causes : the door of the down mail being open, and 
the arms of the plaintiffs being out of the windows of the up local. 
The only question, therefore, here is whether the latter circum^ 
stance is to be taken as the efficient cause of the accident ? There 
is no question here of the shifting of the onus of proof, which 
was the point most debated in Wahelhi V. London mid 
Soiitli Western Itailwa^ of Ifela}id^^\ for all the facts have been 
virtually admitted from the comraeneement, excepting, of course, 
the manner in which the door came to be opened, and the prec^e 
extent to which the plamtiff^s limbs protruded. 


In CocMe v. London and Bouth'-'Easie'i n Bailvjay Comj}a}if^\ the 
Judges appear to have taken different views of the liability of a rail- 
way company, in such circumstances as were there disclosed. This, 
however, was the case of an alighting passenger, and different 
principles apply. I do not think it needs any further notice. 
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Now if I turn to some older eases, I find that Parke B. laid it 
down in Bridge v. The Grand Lmnetion Bailwag 
appr'oving Butterfield y. Fofreiiter^^\ there may have been 
negligence in both parties, and yet the plaintiff may be entitled 
to recover. The rule of law is laid down with perfect correct- 
ness in the case of Butterfield v, Fomster^^^} and that rule is, that. 



W (18^6) 32 App. Gas. 41. 
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although there may have been negligence on the part of the 
plaintiff, yet, unless he might, by the exercise of ordinary care, 
have avoided the consequences of the defendants' negligence, ho 
is entitled to recover : if by ordinary care he might have avoided 
them, he is the author of his own wrong. That is the only way 
in which the rule as to the exercise of ordinary care is applicable 
to questions of this kind. ” 

In Soott V. Zondm Dock it was held in the 

Exchequer Chamber by a majority of the Judges that in 
an action for personal injury caused by the alleged negligence 
of the defendant, the plaintiff must adduce reasonable evidence 
of negligence to warrant a Judge in leaving the ease to the jury. 
But where the thing is shown to be under the management 
of the defendant or his servants, and the accident is such 
as in the ordinary course of things does not happen if those 
who have the management use proper care, it affords reasonable 
evidence, in the absence of explanation by the defendant, that 
the accident arose from want of care. " Arguing from that case, 
which was a dockyard case, where an inspector was injured by 
six bags of stuff falling on him, the plaintiffs might, I suppose, 
say that here the doir of the down mail was in the management 
of the defendants, and that what happened was what does not 
ordinarily happen, and so forth. But although I see that argu- 
• ments of that kind may be drawn from many oi these cases, I 
miss in all of them the one point of identity with the present 
case which I so anxiously seek These are not cases founded on 
the contractual relation of the defendant to the plaintiff and the 
resulting obligation to do certain things and avoid doing certain 
things, and not others, which are not in the scope of the risk fairly 
raised by the understood terms of the contract. 

I might indefinitely extend this examination of the case-law. 
1 ® have carried it this length rather to satisfy the plaintiffs and 
llUlfee them no room to think that the Court has not given the 
’• ; j'lWest and most careful attenion to every point in their case, 
any practical use, to which I feel I shall be able to put 
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For, after studying these and many other cases^ as 'Well as 
he dicta of the text-boob writers^ the point I have to decide 
ppears to me to remain precisely where it was — unamplified^ 
nilluminated. We have these facts* Passengers in this coun- 
ry habitually and almost universally travel with their arms 
hrust out of the windows of their crowded compartments ^ not 
nfrequently they thrust their heads out too. When they are 
itting by windows it is almost impossible for them to help 
esting their arms on the sills, and when they do this some part, 
t least; of their arms must project outside the limits of the 
ariiage. Before the new type of carriage was introduced, they 
ould do this, in reason, with perfect satety. For other project- 
ag parts of the carriages would have afforded them complete 
rotection against such an accident as has overtaken these un- 
ortunate plaintiffs* But with the new type of corridor car the 
onditions have changed. There is nothing outside the car to 
heiter limbs against passing objects. So far, then, as the 
imple rule of observing ordinary caie goes, the plaintiffs may 
uite fairly claim to be within it. Indeed, as I have said, any 
Lumber of passenger might do what these passengers did any 
lumber of times and come to no harm. 

But although they may do this at their own risk and usually 
vith impunity, ought they to do it, and if they do it, and are 
ajured, can they make the Company liable to compensate 
hem ^ The Company has put up notices forbidding passengers 
0 lean out of the windows. And I think that no distinction 
an fairly be drawn to the Company’s disadvantage between 
leaning out and putting arms or heads out. 

Again, the Company have placed bars across these windows. 
?he bars are not close enough to prevent passengers protruding 
heir arms. But they would be a warning. Men of sense 
aight suppose that the Company would not bar the windows 
vere there no risk at all, if travellers chose to loll out of them. 
Igain, whatever may be said of the limits of reasonable care and 
prudent conduct while the train is running on an open track 
done, the conditions are changed as soon as another train crosses* 
)rdinarily the most rash and enrious English traveller^ who, m 
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long as there is no apparent risk of that kind menacing him, 
will lean out of window to admire the view, inbtincfcively draws 
himself well within the compartment while another train is pass* 
ing. True he has every reason to believe that nothing on that 
train will reach his carrage window; he may rely upon the Com- 
pany seeing to that. Bat however that may be, instinct seems to 
side with the strict rule of contract and remind him that he ought 
to be inside and not outside his carriage. For no human foresight 
and care are infallible. Such an accident as an unfastened door 
is always a possibility — a remote possibility. But the English 
traveller would not take the chance. He would almost certainly 
draw back into his carriage the moment he knew that another 
train was about to pass him. Indians are differently coostitnted. 
They have not, perhaps, had the same amount of experience, 
and the conditions of travelling by train in this country are 
different from those which obtain in a country like England or 
America. So that perhaps the same instinct of self-preservation 
has not yet been developed in the average Indian passenger. 
But is the Company to know and reckon with this ? The point 
is of vital importance to the defendant Company and to all rail- 
way companies in this country ; it is essential that they should 
have a clear decision upon it— a decision, too, upon the principle 
for which the defendant here contends. The true issue comes to 
this~is the defendant Company liable for injuries caused to any 
part of a passenger which is outside the carriage in which he is 
travelling ? To decide the case upon any other ground, any 
ground less sharply dehned than that, would defeat the object 
with which alone, I believe and hope, the defendant Company has 
contested the plaintiffb' claims. In my opinion the defendant 
is not liable. I cannot whittle away the principle of this 
deefeioB by any qualifying words. It must stand or fall upon 
its own principle* And that principle, if it be good law, would 
mi all questions of this kind for ever at rest, If Courts attempt 
Id refine upon it by qualifying words and phrases such as that 
l^engers may extrude their limbs in reason, or anything of 
there will be no end to disputes. But if it be once 
tell' tliall^pnsse^^ has no right of action against a railway 
snflfered to any part of his person volnn»* 
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tarily placed at the moment the injury was inflicted outside the 
carriage, all future uncercainty is dispelled, and I do not doubt 
a vasb amount of litigation will be averted. I cannot allow, 
if the principle is sound, that a passenger is in any better case 
if he puts half an inch of his person only outside the carriage, 
than if he puts a yard of himself outside. If any distinction 
of that kind are adfoisoible at all, I should say at once that this 
is a case in which the plaintiffs were entitled to the full bene^* 
fit of them. I do not believe thit even the second plaintiff was 
standing outside the carriage as the defendant contends. I am 
quite prepared to accept his own account of the manner in which 
he came to be so seriously hart. I do not attach any weight to 
the evidence led by the defendant Company to prove that he 
had opened the door and was standing with virtually his whole 
arm outside the carriage. I do not think the witnesses who 
speak to this would have been in the least likely to have observed 
what the second plaintiff was doing Besides, had he been so 
standing with the door open and facing the approaching train, I 
can hardly believe that he would not have noticed the swinging 
door and withdrawn himself into safety. The case of the first 
plaintiff is plain. I have no doubt that he has spoken the 
truth. I am quite prepared to accept his story and his brother’s 
measurements. I will take it to be the fact that his arm was 
not more than five inches or so at most outside the window. 
According to the principle upon which I am deciding, that 
makes no difference at all. His arm ought not to have been 
outside at all, not the fraction of an inch. Now, accepting the 
principle as the basis of this rule of law, that a passenger must 
travel inside and not outside his compartment, and therefore 
that if he does travel outside, he does so entirely at his own 
risk and the Company cannot be held liable for any injury 
which he suffers in consequence, it comes to this, that a passen- 
ger who gets injured owing to putting any part of his person 
outside his carriage is guilty of contributory negligence. And 
it would follow that where the plaintiff admitted that he had 
incurred the injury in this way, no matter what negligence there 
might be on the part of the Company, he would have no case to 
lay before a J ury. The J udge would be bound to enter a verdict 
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for the defendant on the pleadings. And that I take to he the 
true law, notwithstanding the apparently conflicting dicta of 
many of our most eminent Judges, to which I have already refer- 
red. Supposing I am wrong here, and that this is a case which in 
England ought to be left to a Jury, then the further question 
would arise, whether the accident was caused by the negligence 
of the plaintiff in putting himself in a position of risk, or to the 
negligence of the defendant. In this particular case were that 
question to be tried by me as it would be tried by an ordinary 
Jury, I should hesitate long before I decided that the plaintiffs 
were not entitled to compensation. I am pretty sure that any 
average English Jury would find that tuey were. And if I 
wore not bound by any rule of law such as f have enunciated, 
which restricts the Company's liability for accidents to 
such as happen to passengeis inside their compartments, 
were I merely to tieat the case on general principles of ordinary 
prudence and average conduct, I think that I should find 
that the accident was caused by the negligence of the Com- 
pany, and not by the negligence of the plaintiffs. I do not feel 
at liberty to give effect to that strong leaning of my own mind. 
I cannot resist the conviction that the principle upon which the 
defence to this claim is ba^ed, is the true principle. And while 
on the one hand it may appear to woik great hardship on these 
Unfortunate men, on the other any derogation from it (ii it really 
be the law, as I believe that it is) would expose all railway com- 
pailies to unfair risk, harassment, and expense. There are two 
sentimental sides even to this particular case, though railway 
companies are little iu the habit of expecting, still less of 
receiving, sentimental indulgence. 

I must therefore hold, looking to the peculiar obligations 
under which a railway company lies— essentially, as I under- 
stand, contractual obligations— that their liability in these two 
«uits is discharged by the admitted facts that the injuries 
^plained of could not have been suffered had the plaintiffs 
inside the carriages in which they were travelling. It 
ore becomes unnecessary to go into the question of damages, 
jkioking to all the circumstances of the case, bearir^ in 
tl is! a hmr pic^ upoa which the plaktiffi might very reason- 
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ably have expected in this country, at any rate, to succeed, look- 
ing too to the injuries they have sufiered, I think that it will be 

fair while dismissing their suits against the defendant Company 
to leave all parties to bear their own costs. 

Attorney for the plaintiffs : S» B. MeMa. 

Attorney for the defendants : Messrs. Little Co* 


K. McI. K. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr* Justice CJimdavarhar and Mr* Justice Knights 

GADiaiYA, ADoravE tathee ADIVEYA HIREMATH (oEiomAn 
riiAii^TiEE), AfpeIiLAKt, v * BASAYA BiiT MALhAYA BAFATI akd 

03»HBBS (OEIGINAL DEFENDANTS), RBSEONDEiSrTS.* 

JdegiJation II of 18^7, section 21 — Caste question-^ Civil Court Jurisdiction-^ 
Suit to he declared Ayya of Siremath and to restrain defendant from so 
styling Mmself 

Tlie plainiitE sued to obtain a declaration that ho was entitled to the fees 
and piiYileges appertaining to the Hiremath at Kamalapur by reason of his 
title to bo called tbe Ayya of that Hiremath, and to obtain a pei’petnal injune* 
tion to restrain the defendant from using the name of “Ayya of Hiremath.** 
The plaintiff’s complaint was that the defendant had assumed a name to which 
the plaintiff bad the exclusive right, and that that assumption would enable, as 
it had enabled, the defendant to attract to himself a large number of the plaint- 
iff’s followers, and thei eby appropriate to himself fees, which would otherwise 
have been paid to tbe plaintiff. 

ffeld, that it was a claim to a caste office and to be entitled to perform the 
honorary duties of that office or to enjoy certain privileges and honors at the 
hands of the members of the caste in virtue of that office. It was a caste question 
not cognizable by a Civil Court. 

^eldf also, that the fact that there had been no allegation of any specific 
damage by reason of the assumption by the defendant of the name of Ayya of 
Hiremath, and also the admission that after all the result of the assumption 
of that name would be merely to enable some of the followers of the plaintiff to 
go over to the defendant showed that what the parties had been fighting for 
^ merely a question of dignity under the cover of a religious office* If the 
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Conrt weie to inierfeie in snob cases, it would be meiely assisting one party at 
tbe expense of the other and compelling the caste or the sect to follow one 
spuitnal leader in preference to another. 

Appeal from the decision of A. D. Brown, Assistant Judge 
of Dharwar, confirming the decree passed hy E. G. Bhadhhade, 
First Class Subordinate Judge at Dharwar. 

Suit to obtain a declaration that the plaintifi' being the Ay^a 
of the Hiremath at Kamalapur was alone entitled to the fees, &C , 
of Ekemath and for a perpetual injunction restraining the 
defendant from using the surname of Emmat/i. 

There was at first no mati at Kamalapur. The people of the 
village therefore repaire d to the adjoining village of Malapur 
and paid their respects to such Ayyas there as they chose. 
Latterly the people fou nded a maik and installed a predecessor 
of the plaintiff as the Jyya of the Etremafh, It appeared that 
a second math was star ted and a predecessor of the defendant 
was installed as its Ayya. 

In 1905, the plaintiff filed this suit. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the subject matter of the 
suit could he adjudicated upon, excepting as regards the declar- 
ation about the privileges and dignities attached to Ekemath. 
He further held that the plaintiff’s claim was time-harred . and 
that the plaintiff w as not entitled to any relief. 

On appeal the lower appellate Court came to the same result, 
holding that the suit was maintainable in a Civil Court, that the 
plaintiff was not entitled to the office of Aijya of Ekemath at 
Kamalapur j that the claim was not in time j and that the 
defendant had the right to use the surname Eiremath. 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 

Jayahar with M. JB. Chanbal, for the appellant. 

Branson with B. A, Khare, for respondents Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. 

i i, Chandav ArkAR, J. : — This was a suit brought by the appellant to 
i blytain a declaration that he was entitled to the fees and privileges 
j fl^ertainingto the Hiremath at Kamalapur by reason of his title 
•5 the Ayya of that Hiremath, and he asked for a perpe- 

tiidinlBheiion to retrain Jibe defendants from using the naiae 
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Ayya of Hiremath The Subordinate Judge, Vir&t Class, at 
Dharwar, who tried the suit, raised several issues, the first of 
which was : Whet her the matter in. dispute in this suit (Sannot 
be adjudicated upon by a Civil Oourt/^ His finding upon that 
point was that the subject-matter could be adjudicated upon 
excepting as regards the declaration about the privileges and 
dignities attached to the Hiremath/-’ He held that, so far as 
those privileges and dignities were concerned, the question raised 
was one relating to caste within the meaning of the Bombay 
Eegulation II of 1827, section 21. 

In the appeal Court the learned Assistant Judge disposed of 
the ease on the following issue s Whether the plaintiff was 
entitled to the office of Ayya of Hiremath at Kamalapur/** His 
finding on the evidence, on that issue, was in the negative. He 
held upon the evidence that the plaintiff had not proved an 
exclusive right to the name claimed by him, 

Before us Mr. Jayakar in support of the second appeal contends 
that the issue raised and decided by the Assistant Judge had not 
been raised in the Court of first instance ; and that the suit, 
having been brought by the plaintiff owing to the usurpation by 
the defendants of a name to which the plaintiff alleged he had an 
exclusive right, fell within the jurisdiction of the Court, on 
the well-known principle of law that an unauthorized use of the 
name of one person by another gives a cause of action to the 
former, where the use is calculated to deceive and inflict pecuniary 
loss. 

No’W', jbhe law on the point so raised is clear. It has been laid 
down by the House of Lords in Marl Cowley v. Comtees Cowhy^^ 
where Lord Lindley at p. 460 says : The law on this subject 
has been examined in a very instructive note from the pen of 
the late Mr. Waley in 3 Davidson^s Conveyancing, pt. I, p. 283, 
2nd Ed. The judgment of Tindal, 0. J., in Davies v. Low%des^^^ 
and of the Privy Council delivered by Lord Chelmsford in D% 
Boulay v. D% Boulay^'^ leave no doubt about it. Lord Chelmsford 
fii Du Bmlay v, Du Bouhy^^'^ stated that ^ in this country we do 

W [190X1 Ju 0. 4S0. (2) (1835) 1 Bmg. N. 0. 597 at p. 618* 
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1010. not recognize the absolute right of a person to a particular natne 
^ GADismrA. to the extent of entitling him to prevent the assumption ot that 

BiwrA. name by a stranger.’ ‘ The mere assumption of a name 

which is the patronymic ot a family by a stranger who has never 
before been called by that name, whatever cause of annoyance 
it may be to a family, is a grievance for which our law affords 
no redress.’ ” 

The question, therefore, is whether any damages have been in- 
curred or not. In examining the case from that point of view it 
must be reinembered that, closely scrutinized, the plaint in the 
present case does not afiord any clear indication that what was 
complained of was the user of a name by the defendant in a manner 
calculated to deceive any one. "When we read the summary of the 
plaint as given by the Subordinate Judge, who tried the case in the 
first instance, it appeared to us that what the plaintiff complained 
of was trespass on plaintiff’s property by the defendant. It 
appears that it was under that impression that the Subordinate 
Judge decided the first issue raised by him partly in favour of 
the plaintiff. But Mr, Jayakar has candidly admitted before us 
that, so far as any property is concerned, there has been no 
trespass by the defendants upon the plaintiff’s right ; that all 
that the plaintiff complains of is that the defendant has assumed 
a name to which the plaintiiT has alone exclusive right; and that 
that assumption will enable, and has enabled, the defendant to 
attract to himself a large number of the plaintiff’s followers and 
thereby appropriate to himself fees, which would have gone into 
his (plaintiff’s) pockets. When the case is thus put, it resembles 
Mmari v. 8%ba'^'>. It is a claim to a caste office and to he entitled 
to perform the honorary duties of that office or to enjoy certain 
privileges and honours at the hands of the members of the caste in 
virtue of that office. That is a caste question, not cognizable by a 
Civil Court. The fact that there has been no allegation of any 
^^cific damage by reason of the assumption by the defendant of 
the name of Ayyaof Hiremath, and also the admission that, after 
? ■ the result of the assumption of that name would be merely to 
’ ^#^fe , some of the followers of the plaintiff to go over to the 
. ; sfeqw that what the parties have been fighting for is 

' ' " ' ' ' ' ' iO) a882) eiBom. 725. . ' 
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merely a question of dignity mder tb© ©over of a religiouiS office. 
If we were to interfere in snch cases, we should be merely assisting 
one party at the expense of the other and compelling the caste or 
the sect to follow one spiritual leader in preference to another. We 
think, therefore, that the point raised by Mr. Jayakar, namely, 
that the suit is for damage incurred by his client by reason of 
the unauthorized use by the defendant of the name, to which 
the plaintiff alone is entitled, does not arise upon the pleadings. 

On these grounds we confirm the decree with costs. 

Decree confirmed* 

E. K. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr* Justice CTiandamrhar md Mr* Justice KmgU* 

PIEOJSHAH BIKHAJI axd othebs (oeigixae Oaveatoes Xos. 1, 2 AXn 3), 
ArrELLANTS, V PESTONJI MEEWAXJI (oBinmAi, ArrLiOAHr), 
Sespoxdbet.^ 

JP^ohate and Admimst} aiion Act (V of 1881 ), section Bt^Indlan Succession 
Act (X of 1865 )) section ^ 50 — Will — Probate — Gaveator'^Intmst possessed 
by the caveator, 

Tlie piovihions of section 81 oC tlie Probate and Administration Act, 1881 
(which coiiespond with those of section 250 of the Indian Succession Act, 1865) 
enact that the inteiest which entitles a peison to put m a caveat must be an 
inteiest in the estate of the deceased person, that is, there should be no dispute 
whatever as to the title of the deceased to the estate, but that the peison who 
wishes to come in as the caveator must show some inteiest in the estate derived 
from the deceased by inheiitanoe or otherwise, 

Ahhif am JDass v. Gopal Bass followed. 

Appeal from an order passed by E. J. Varley^ District Judge 
of Surat, 

Proceedings for probate. 

This was an application by Pestonji to take out probate of 
a will made by one Meherwanji Bomanji. 

Appeal No. 28 of 1903. 

CD (1889) 17.Cal. 48. 
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la the proceediags that followed caveats were filed by four 
persons of whom the appellant Pirojshah claimed a share in 
some of the property which the testator had disposed of claim- 
ing it as his own ; and the other two claimed that certain 
property disposed of by the will was mortgaged by them to the 
testator who had treated it as his own. 

The preliminary question that arose in the lower Court was 
whether those three persons were entitled to come in as 
caveator^ at all. The District Judge held that they were not 
on the following grounds : — 

It appears that caveator No. 1 is mentioned in paragraph 10 of the will as 
having an interest in certain joint piopertyapr rather the snxplns which might 
remain after the defraying of cei tain charitable charges. The other caveators 
are only interested to this extent that they have litigations pending with the 
deceased testator. 

The English practice as to caveats is regulated by Statute 20 and 21 
Victoria 77 section and rules theieunder framed, For obvious reasons 
the validity of a will can only be contra vei ted by a limited class of persons — 
relations benehciaries under the willpiopounded as a former will, etc. 

A creditor unless he has also had letters of administration granted to him 
cannot dispute a will (William’s Law of Executors pages 279-280). 

The English Procedure as to ‘ Caveats ’ does not appear to have been in 
any way abrogated by anything inooipoiated into either the Piobate and 
Administration or Succession Acts (Acts V of 1881 and 10 of 1865) Nor as 
argued by opponent’s pleader does the appeaiance of a party claiming to be 
interested after entry of caveat ipso facto make the proceedings ** contentious 
sections 258 and 253A of Act X of 1865, nor is section 261 imperative 
until the hem standi of the caveator, if challenged, has been established. 
The caveator as moitgagor has no loom standi* I. L. B, Calcutta XIX, 
p. 48 refers to mortgagees. 


1. L. B. Calcutta VI, pages 429—460 decide that an attaching creditor may 
oppose. The case is an old one, and the remaiks of Field J. seem to go 
b^ond the English piactice. So fai as the caveatois are concerned, there is 
« no interest of theirs which would in any way be prejudicially affected by 
^:unt ol Probate to an Executor, with whom the existing litigation 
K he carried on. 

feet of citations having issued under section 250 calling 
daiming to haVo an interest, does not estop the propoun4®i? 
challenging the interest set up by the caveator, nor 
** contentious.” 
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The caveators appealed, 

Z, A. 8hah ^or tlie'^ppellants The appellants have an 
interest enough to contest the will. The will contained recitals 
against the appellant's interest, which if allowed, would be 
evidence of title. See Nohem Chmier Sil v. Bkoiosoondnri 
Bahee^^K Even attaching creditors and mortgagees of the estate 
of a deceased person, are held to have interest to oppose a will : 
See Kuhen Dai v Satyendra Nath D%M ; Kazhi Chmdra Deh 
V. Gopi Knshna 

N, K* for the respondent A person who is entitled 

to oppose the grant of probate to a will must derive his interest 
from the testator and not have a right against him. See 
MMfamDaBB v. Qopal Dass^^K 

Further in proceedings for grant of probate,' Courts cannot go 
into questions of title : Oehavaram Namhhai v* Dolafram 
lamietram^^h See also BahamtttUah Sahib v. Rama Rau^^K 

In the cases relied upon by the appellants, the caveators had 
no interests adverse to the testator. 
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Shah was heard in reply. 

ChandavaekAEj J. : — We think the case falls within the 
principle of Ahliiram Dast v. Gopal The provisions of 

section 250 of the Indian Succession Act, X of i860, and section 81 
of the Probate and Administration Act, V of 1881, are that the 
interest which entitles a person to put in a caveat must be 
an interest in the estate of the deceased person, that is to say, 
there should he no dispute whatever as to the title of the deceased 
to the estate, but the person who wishes to come in as 
caveator must show some interest in that estate derived from 
the deceased by inheritance or otherwise. That is the construc- 
tion which the Calcutta High Court has put upon the section 
in the case above referred to, and that seems to be in accordance 
with the language of the section itself. In the present^ case 
caveator No. 1 claims adversely to the alleged testator. Ae- 


W (1880) 6 Cal 460. 
& (1901) 23 Cal 441. 
m (1891) 190^1.48, 


(4) (1889) 17 Cal. 48. 

(5) (1904) 28 Bom. 644, 

(6) (1894) 17 Mad. 873. 
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cording to the latter, the caveator has no interest whatever in 
the property. But according to caveator No. 1, he and 
the alleged testator were sharers in the properties concerned. 
Therefore, to the extent of the share which tliis caveator alleges 
he has in the properties, he claims adverse^ to the testator. 
So also as regards caveators Nos. 2 and 3, the alleged testator 
plaima complete ownership of the property by reason of a sale 
to him, whereas the caveators in question claim the properties 
as their own mortgaged to the testator. Therefore, that is an 
adverse interest claimed by them. 

We confirm the order with costs. 

Order confirmed. 

E. E. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Sir Basil Seott, Kt, Chief Justice, ani Mr. Justice Batchelor. 

DATTAMBHAT EAMBHAT JOSHI (omaiNAL Plaintiff), Afpellaht, ®. 
KEISHNABHAT bin GOVINDBHAT JOSHI and six others (original 
Defendants), Eespondenis.* 

3ran^erof Property Act (IV of 1882), section 67— Usufructuary mortyage— 
Bebt payable within a fixed period— Expiry of the period — Mortgagee’s 
right to an order for sale. 

; Where tinder a nsufmctuary mortgage the mortgage debt is made payable 
witHa a fixed period, the mortgage is not purely a nsnfruetuary mortgage and 
the mortgagee has, in the absence of a contract to the contrary, the right to an 
order under section 67 of the Transfer of Property Act (lY of 1882) that the 
property he sold after the debt has become payable. 

; Mahadaji v. Jbfo’W and Krishna v. Marini), explained. 

SECom) appeal from the decision of V. V. Phadke, First Class 
‘ ' ^ubardinate Judge of Belgaum with appellate powers, confirming 
decree of S. S. Phadnis, Second Class Subordinate Judge of 

«Sec(»ia.AppeallSfo.425 of,M09. ■ - \ 

^ ® (1908) 10 Bom. 1.. E.'6t5. t i||| 
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The plaintiff sued to recover possession of the property in 
dispute or to recover the mortgage debt by its sale under the 
following circumstances The property belonged to the father 
of defendants 1 and 2 and grandfather of defendant S. He 
mortgaged it to the plaintiff^s father on the 29th October 1893. 
The mortgage-deed provided as follows : — 

I have taken from yon (a loan of) Es. 300 (in words) three hundred of tho 
Government coinage in cash for my private purposes. It is agreed that interest 
upon this should be at the rate of 12 (in words) twelve annas per cent, per 
mensem. As regards the period (of repayment) of this, I shall' repay your 
money in two j^ears from to-day. Eor this (amount) the following is mortgaged, 
namely, land Mata whereof is in my name and which is situated in Monza 
Xipani of Tiilnka Chikodi in Belgaum District, and land situated in Mouze 
Gavan, the Tchata whereof is in the name of Tasiidevhhat Bidamhhat, being 
lands held as Inam on account of JosMpan. The details of the same are a° 
given below ; — 

^ ^ 

The Lands thus described have been mortgaged to you and given into your 
possession. Accordingly, you are to cultivate (or lease out) tho said four lands 
and enjoy them in lieu of interest. And you are to write off the profits that 
may be yielded, in the interest, and appropriate the same. I shall, on my 
personal responsibilitj', pay whatever balance of interest may remain. You are 
to pay me the surplus of profits of land, if any, remainirg after the interest is 
paid off. Immediately after the e.xpiry of the agreement, I shall, on the praf i- 

pada (the first day) of the cyclical year, pay off the whole of your money and 

redeem the land, at the same time. I shall not interfere with the land within 
that time. I have received the said rupees in cash and given this mortgage- 
deed in wnting duly and of my own free will. Dated the 29th of October 
1893. ’ 

On the 15th March 1907 the plaintiff brought the present suit 
alleging that possession of the property marked A in the plaint 
was made over to the mortgagee and the right of collecting rent 
with respect to the property marked B was also made over, that 
in this manner the mortgagee remained in possession of the 
mortgaged property till the end of the cultivating season in the 
year 1896-97, when [he was forcibly dispossessed by the defend- 
ants and that since then they had been wrongfully in possession. 
Hence the present suit for the recovery of possession or of the 
mortgage debt by sale of the property. Defendants 4—6 were 
joined because they were puisne-mortgagees under defendants 
1 — 3 . 

B 416— 7 
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Defendants 1-^3 contended that the mortgage sued on was a 
hollow transaction; that neither the plaintiff nor his father ever 
had possession of the land, that they mortgaged the property to 
the family of defendant 4 and that the claim was time-barred. 

Defendants 4—6 set up the mortgage to them. 


The Subordinate Judge found that the plaintiff could not 
recover possession of the property as the suit was not brought 
within twelve years of the mortgage; that he was not entitled to 
Bkll the property, the mortgage being usufructuary; and that the 
^47femedy for a personal decree against the defendant was time- 
barred as the suit was not brought within six years from October 
1895 when the cause of action arose. The suit was, therefore; 
dismissed. 


On appeal by the plaintiff the Ai^pellate Judge framed two 
issues, namely, (1) Whether the claim of plaintiff for the 
possession of the land is in time ^ and (2) Whether he can lealize 
his money by sale of the mortgaged property ^ ’’ 

The findings in appeal on both the said is^,ues wcie in the 
negative and the decree was coiifiiiiicd. In the course of his 
judgment the Appellate Judge observed as follows •.~ 

As lefi^ards iho 1st ibsue, the moitgage-decd was executed on 29lli October 
1S93, and the suit was li ought more than 12 years after that date ThmiiH 
alleged, hoisevei, that his fathoi had po'^'^'ession of the pi operty till i896-D!r. 
file lower Court has careiully reviewed the evidence on the c|uestioii of posses- 
sion and lias come to the conclusion that the mortgagee did not as a matter of 
fact obtain possession, of the property. 


On the whole I agree with the conclusion aiiived at by the lover Court raid 
hold that the claim for possession not ha\ mg been brought within 12 years 
fioni date of moitgage is haired by limitation. 

As regaids the 2iid issue, the question is whether the mougage is feiniply a 
wUfiuctuary mortgage. There are two contrary decisions of the Bombay 
^ ' pomt. According to the ruling at 17 Bombay, page 425, 
Mortgagee would have the right to recover his money by sale of the property. 

Bombay Law Eeporter, page 615) a contraiy decision has 
^he lower Court has followed the later decision in preference 
|^p^|r^ne, and I think that that is the only course open to Subordinate 
be agadn raised in the High Court. As the mortgage- is 






papnpt recover his money by sale of the 
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The plaintiff preferred a second appeal. 

i7* ff. Kulkami for the appellant (plaintiff) The mortg^e- 
decd in suit clearly contains a covenant to pay the mortgage 
debt within two years. Thus the transaction is not purely a 
nsnfructnary mortgage. It is a usufructuary mortgage and 
there being no condition to the contrary, the mortgagee is entitled 
to recover the amount by sale of the mortgaged property : 
Mahadaji v. In Krishna v. Eari^^^ there was no express 

covenant to pay the debt, therefore, that decision cannot govern 
the present case. The Madras High Court has in the Full Bench 
loling in Sivalami Ammal v. Gopala Savundram taken a 

similar view about the right of the mortgagee to bring the 
mortgaged property to sale. The Bombay High Court also has 
taken the same view in Pmasharam v. Putlaprm^^* . 

N, X. Shheshoa'ihar for respondents 1 — 3 (defendants 1 — 3) 

The transaction is piiiely a usutructuary mortgage and that being 
so, under the terms of section 67 of the Transfer of Property Act 
a usufructuary mortgagee as such, unless there is anything in the 
contract which would imply a right, cannot sue either for fore- 
closure or sale : Lucliumhar Biagh v. Doolxh Jloehati Jha^^K 

The mortgage transaction in Pmmha^am r. Putlajirao^^^ was 
governed by section XV clause (3) of Regulation V of 1827* 
The mortgage transaction in dispute was effected in 1893. 
Therefore it is goveined by the provisions of the Transfer of 
Property Act. 

In Knshia v. it was held that ’a mere covenant to 

pay, unaccompanied by the hypothecation of the property, 
cannot alter the character of the mortgage and give the mort- 
gagee a light to sell in the event of non-payment. 

Scott, 0. J , ;-~The question in this case is whether the 
appellant has a right to an order for sale of mortgaged property 
the subject of the mortgage-deed of the 29th October 1893. 

The learned Judge of the lower Court has considered that 
there are two contrary decisions of this Court upon the point 

Ch (1892) 17 Bom. 4.20. (4) Seo ante p. 128. 

0) (1908) 10 Bom. B. E G15, (1897) 24 Cal. 677. 

0) (1891) 17 Mad. 131. (6) (1908) 10 Bom. L. B. 615. 
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and that he was bound to follow the later rulingj and he ha^^ 
accordingly followed what he believed to be the effect of the 
judgment in KruTim v. Han^ in preference to one in Mahadnji 
V. In giving this preference to the judgment in KHsIimi. 

V. he has lost sight of tho provisions of section 3 of the 

Indian Law Reports Act XVIII of 1875. 

We think^ however, that he has misread the judgment in 
£mhm V. which was shown by the Judgment of thi^. 

Court in Parasliaram v. PHlajirao^^\ to fall within a different 
class of cases to that in Blahaclaji v. In the last men- 

tioned case, there was a distinct covenant to pay after five 
years from the date of the bond* In Knshia v. j^OT^^nhere 
was no covenant to pay the principal amount at any particular 
date. In the mortgage which we now have under consideration 
the mortgagor covenants as regards the period of repayment of 
this, I shall repay your money in two years from to-day. For 
this amount the security is the land described below/^ It i% 
therefore, not a case of a purely usufructuary mortgage, but a 
case in which the mortgage-money has become payable by the 
mortgagor and therefore in the absence of a contract to the 
contrary the mortgagee has the right under section 67 of the 
Transfer of Property Act to an order that the property be sold. 

We therefore reverse the decree of the lower Court and piss a 
decree for the plaintiff ordering that in default of the defendant 
pe»ying the amount of principal and interest not exceeding 

within six months from this date, the property be sold and 
the proceeds of tho sale paid into Court and applied in payment 
of what is found due to the plaintiff and that the balance if any 
be paid to the defendants or other persons entitled to receive 
the same. 


The plaintiff will be entitled to add his costs of this suit to 
the mortgage debt. 

- ; ' i . Decree reversed. 

I *'! : ? i ; 50 L* B. 615. (3) (1S92) 17 Boon 425. 

iitfll J ^ ^ rnBmmtep* 128# t 
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ORIGINAL CIVIL. 


Before Mr* iFisthe Batchelor and Mr* Jmtice Macleod* 

JETHABHAI IsTAimEY, Appellant and BErENDANT, v* OHAPBEY 
COOYEEJI, Essponbent and Plaintipp.^ 

Cade—- dnmUe of caste ftmds — Ertert of right to inspect doenuients^^Bemand 
and nfusal — Jiirisdietton of Civil Courts in caste questions — Application 
of In han Tnists Act (II of 1882\ 'sections 5 and 6, to creation of tnmts of 
caste funds ~ Civil Biooeduie Code (Act E ofWObi)^ section 161 

As a resulfc of clissension& in a Hindu caste a suit was filed by tbe plaintiff, 
a tiuBteo of ceitaiii caste funds and member of tlie Managing Committee, 
against tlie defendant, a co-tiustee and tlie Piesident of that Committee. The 
plaintiff piayel for a declaration that he had the light to inspect all books 
and documents of the Mahajan Managing Committee, Sub- Committee and 
Trustees, and for an injunction lesii dining the defendant from inteifering with 
him lu the exeiciso of such light The only Uo documents about which there 
WAS any loal control ersy were the minutes of the Sub-Oommittea and the 
correspondence file of the Malm jan. 

Held that as trustee of the Beiasar and Sadhaian funds, the plaintiff had 
no right, eithei in law oi by intuo of any caste lules, to the roving inspection 
chimed. 

Banh of Bomlap v. SuhmanO-) referred to. 

Heldt further, that the Maha]an fund of this caste being a purely secular 
fund the Indian Tiust Act applied, and the plaintiff could not claim to have 
been made a trustee of that fund meiely by virtue of a caste resolution and his 
own letter of acceptance. 

Meld^ fuither, on tho evidence, that there had been no express demand 
addressed by the plaintiff to the pioper quaiter, and no lefusal by the defendant 
such as would be necessaiy to enable a suit of this cliaiactei to succeed. 

Eeld, fuithei, that where lights to property are not involved all matters 
of internal management must he left to the decision of the caste. 

The question in dispute was in reality a question between the caste and a 
section, apparently a small section, of the caste led by the } laintiff, and as such 
it was outside the Court*s juiisdiction in accordance niih the decision in 
Nemchandr*8ammlimdi^h LaJji ShamjiY*, Walji referred to 

and distinguished. 

* Original Suit Ko. 6S7 of 1905, Appeal Ko. IdSO. 

(i) (1908) Z% Bom. 466 at p. 474. (3) (18*^0) 5 Bom. at p 81 F, E, 

(3) (1895) 19 Bora. C07, 
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Melcl lastly, that when according to well established principles certain 
questions have been removed from the jurisdiction of the Court, they cannot 
be brought within the jurisdiction tinder section 151 of the Civil Procedure 
Code (Act V of 1908), 

This was a suit filed by the plaintiff for a declaration that he 
had the right to inspect and take copies of all books of account, 
minute-books and documents of the Mahajan, Managing Com- 
mittee, Sub-Oommittee, and Trustees of the Cutchi Dassa 
Oswal caste, and for an injunction restraining the defendant 
from interfering with him in the exercise of that right. 
Both the parties were trustees of the Derasar and the Sadharan 
funds of the caste and both were similarly members of the 
Managing Committee, the defendant being President of that 
body. 

The plaintiff alleged that complaints had been made to him 
that certain of the caste funds had been misapplied and irregular 
resolutions passed by the Managing Committee, and it was with a 
view of investigating these complaints that he claimed the 
inspection. While] admitting that his right to inspection as 
a member of the caste was subject to the permission of the 
President or Secretary of the Managing Committee, he asserted 
that, under the caste rules, as a trustee he had an absolute right. 

The defendant denied the plaintiff's right, and contended 
further {inter alia) that the question was purely a caste question, 
and not one which the Court could entertain. 

The case came before Mr. Justice Chandavarkar, who gave 
judgment for the plaintifi with costs. 

The defendant appealed. 

Strangman (Advocate-General) with JosU and Taraporevalla 
for the appellant : — 

In the first place, the plaintiff in his capacity as member of 
the caste or as member of the Managing Committee has neither 
at common law, nor under the caste rules, any such right as 
! alleged. See Banh of Bombay ' v. Sukman^^K As trustee he 
: ; laSes his claim both on the common law and on the caste rules. 

> ! i' f Mi n ’H-U i ^ ft W '32 Poa. 46^^ 



^OL. XXXIV.] BOMBiX- SEEtE8*j 

His trusteeship of the Derasar and Sadharan funds, hdwever-- 
and these are the only funds of which he is a trustee— cannot 
improve his position, as the documents in question (the minutes 
of the Sub-Committee and the correspondence file of the Mahajan) 
do not in any w'ay appertain to these funds. Rule 8 of the 
caste rules, on which he relies, excepts trustees from the general 
prohibition only in * respect of the particular documents relating 
to their trusts. 

In the second place, even assuming that the plaintiff has such- 
a right, has it ever been denied him by the defendant ? The 
correspondence shows this was not so. On this point see Taylor 
on evidence, Article 1502. 

finally, assuming all the above points in the plaintiff’s favour, 
he has no cause of action in a Court of law. It is a caste 
question entirely and he must go to the caste for relief. No 
right of property is involved. A decree of this Court based on 
a caste I'ule would be worth nothing, inasmuch as the caste 
could at once render it nugatory. Mtirari v. Sukfi\ Tmgji Kalan 
V Qovind Oopal^^\ Baghumdh DamdJiar v. JauardJian Gopal^\ 
Lalji Shamji v. Walji Warihman^^'^. 

Padishah with Jimiah for the respondent : — 

The defendant was also a trustee of the Mahajan fund. The 
resolution of 19th January 1905 appointed him trustee, and he 
wrote accepting the office on 3rd February. As trusted of this 
fund he certainly had the right of inspection claimed. 

In Bcmh of Bowibay v. Sulemad^ the plaintiff" had no 
special interest as the plaintiff" has here, as a trustee and member 
of the Managing Committee. This is not a caste question, but the 
invasion of the right of a trustee, non-exercise of which would 
put him to damages which cannot be assessed. 

The plaintilPs right was certainly denied by the defendant, 
who was one of several joint tort-feasors. Action by the Court 
in the matter would not interfere with the autonomy of the 
caste. 

(1) (1882) 6 Bom. 725. (8) (189]) IB Bom., p. 610. 

(2) (1887) 11 Bom. 634. (4) (1895) 19 Bom. 507. 

(“) (1908) 32 Bom, 466. 
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Btrcmgman in reply ; — 

The plaintiff was not a trustee of the Maliajan fond. No 
trust-deed \’\as executed^ although the resolution of 19th Janu- 
ary 1905^ on which he relies^ clearly intended a deed to bo 
executed. This fund was definitely hold to bo a secular fund 
in ThacJceney v* and as such comes under the Indian 

Trusts Act. Sections 6 and 6 of that Act rec{nire a written 
instrument and a transfer of the property for the trust to be 
valid. The plaintiff thus cannot claim to be a trustee of this 
fund merely by reason of the resolution and his letter of 
acceptance, Furtherj he never demanded inspection as a trustee 
of the Mahajan fund. Nor did he put forward this claim in the 
Court below. 


C'n,r» adv, mlt. 


BatoHELOE^ J — This rather heavy litigation was the unfor- 
tunate result of a division or faction in the Out chi Dassa Oswal 
caste^ to which both the parties belong. At the time of the suit 
the defendant was President and the plaintiff was a member of 
the Managing Committee of the caste while both the plaintiff 
and defendant were trustees of two trust funds established by 
the caste^ under separate trust deeds^ called the Derasar and 
Sadharan funds. 


The plaintiff sued for a declaration that he was entitled to 
inspect and take copies of all the books and documents of the 
Mahajan^ the Managing Committee; the Sob-Gommittee and the 
Trustees j and for an injunction restraining the defendant from 
interfering with the plaintiff^s exercise of his rights in this regard. 
The defendant’s main answers to the suit were that the question 
in dispute was a purely caste question outside the jurisdiction 
of the Court) that the plaintiff was not entitled to inspect the 
^ books of the Sub- Committee or the correspondence file j 

no cause of action had arisen against the defendant 
3:iever refused or denied the plaintiff^s right to take 
l^f each documents as he had a valid claim to see, 
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The learned judge below found that the suit was properly 
cognizable by the Court ; that the plaintiff had a right to free 
inspection of all the books and documents of the caste ; and that 
the defendant had on the 7th September 1905 denied the 
plaintiff^s light* He, therefore^ made a decree declaring that the 
plaintiff was entitled to inspect and take copies of all or any of 
the books, and restraining the defendant from interfering with 
the plaintiffs exercise of his right. 

From that decree, the defendant now appeals, and tho learned 
Ad\ocate-Gcneral on his behalf has addressed to us a three-fold 
argument He contends, first, that the plaintiff has no right to 
inspect the minute books of the Sub-Committee or the corre- 
spondence file^ the'^e being tho two documents about which alone 
there is any controversy j secondly, that, if such a right exists in 
the plaintiff, it was never denied by the defendant ; and, thirdly, 
that in any event the question between the parties is a purely 
caste question involving no rights to property, and is not within 
the Oourffs jurisdiction. 

Mr. Padshah for the respondent-plaintiff seems to have felt 
some difficulty in supporting the decree ou the grounds assigned 
in the learned Judgo^s judgment, and has accordingly directed 
the main stre^^s oi his argument towards establishing that Iiis 
client was a trustee not only of the above -ment oned Derasar 
and Sadharan funds but also generally of the whole Mahajan 
property. If that is so, it is argued that hi*:- capacity as a trustee 
of the whole caste property would give him a valid claim to 
inspect all the books and documents of the caste. Bearing in 
mind the character of the two documents now in dispute, we 
seriously doubt whether e\en on this hypothesis they would be 
necessarily exposed to the plaintifi^s inspection ; but this point 
need not be decided because wo think that the plaintiff's claim 
to be a trustee of the whole Mahajan property must be disallowed. 
It is sufficiently answered, in the first place, by the fact that 
there was never any demand made by the plaintiff for inspection 
on this footing. Upon this point the mo:^i important evidence 
is Exhibit K, the correspondence immediately preceding the 
institution of the suit, and if reference be made to this corre- 
^ ppcmdence, particularly to the plaintiff's solicitor's letter of 15th 
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August 1905, it will be seen that plaintiff's demand was grounded 
upon his being a member of the Managing Committee and a 
tiustee of the Derasar and Sadharan funds So, in the suit which 
the plaintiff has subsequently filed to set aside the order of the 
caste purporting to dismiss him from his trusteeship, the only 
trusteeship alleged is that of these two funds. It appears, indeed 
that the now alleged trusteeship of the whole Mahajan property 
is a new point, which was not taken before the trying Judge It 
is true that in the first para of the plaint it is stated that “ the 
plaintiff and defendant are both trustees of the property of the 
caste,” but we think that these somewhat general words must 
be read as mere description, not specifically raising any title 
beyond that arising from the trusteeship of the separate funds. 
This view receives support from the voluminous record, which 
may be searched in vain for any such distinction as is now 
sought to be drawn. From that record it appears to us indisput- 
able that, in the Court below, the suit was tried out upon the 
understanding between the parries that the only trusteeship relied 
on by the plaintiff was that of the two separate funds. It was at 
first denied for the defendant that the plaintiff was even a trustee 
of those funds, the contention being that he had been dismissed 
by the caste j later, however, this contention was abandoned as 
the alleged dismissal was subsequent to the date of suit. It was 
therefore, formally admitted by counsel for the defendant that 
“ the plaintiff was a tiustee ”, But it is, we think, quite certain 
that counsel for the defendant could never have admitted the 
plaintiffs claim to be a trustee of the whole caste property. 

Then, admitting for the sake of the argument that the point is 
now open to the plaintiff, has he shown that at date of suit he 


was a trustee of the whole caste property ? To make good the 
position he relies on Exhibit D, the caste resolution of the 19th 
January 1905, and Exhibit U, the plaintiff’s acceptance of that 
^ »olution on Srd February 1905 Exhibit D is the record of a 

E on at a meeting of the Mahajan that the plaintiff 
mbers named “ be appointed (or named) and they 
jroperties of' the Mahajan transferred to their 
lat^ getting a trust-deed of the Mahajan fund 
of the manafl'emAni 
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Mahajan ”■ In Exhibit U, the plaintiff acknowledges that he 
has been “ selected and accepts, or agrees to, the action of the 
caste. We are, however, of opinion that these two Exhibits do 
not suffice to constitute the plaintiff a trustee of the Mahajan 
property. Admittedly this was not a case of a new appointment 
to an existing trust, for no trust of the Mahajan property Jiad 
ever before been created and that property was then vested in 
the caste, on whose behalf the powers of management were 
delegated to the Managing Committee under rules 1 and 2 of 
the caste rules. Exhibit J. Now Exhibit D clearly contemplates 
that, to carry into effect the announced intention of creating a 
trust, a trust deed should be prepared divesting the caste and 
vesting the property in the persons chosen to be trustees. No 
such deed has ever been executed or even prepared, and the legal 
title to the property still remains with the caste. This fact 
becomes the more significant when contrasted with the othe* 
fact that in regard to the Derasar and Sadharan funds regular 
deeds of trust wore prepared and executed : see Exhibits A and B. 
In these circumstances it appears to us that the intention to 
create a trust of the Mahajan fund remained uneffected. Upon 
this point reference may be made to sections 5 and 6 of the Indian 
Trusts Act, which require for the cieation of a valid trust an 
instrument in writing and a transfer of the property. It is true 
that the Trusts Act does not apply to public or private religious 
or charitable endowments ; but it has alieady been held by this 
Court in Thacheney Dewi aj v. Emi hlmm Nm sey^^ that the Mahajan 
fund of this caste is a purely secular fund, and we think that 
the principles of sections 5 and 6 of the Act are properly 
applicable. Upon these grounds we come to the conclusion that 
no tiust of the Mahajan fund was created, and that the plaintiff 
cannot claim to have been a trustee of the whole caste property. 


If that is so, then the question is narrowed down to the form 
which alone we understand it to have assumed in the lower Court, 
that is to say, the question whether the plaintiff’ is entitled to 
claim this inspection 
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(a) ill his character as a trustee of the Berasar and Sadliaraii 
funds, or 

(3) in his character as a incmber of the Managing Committee, 
or 


((?) in his character as a member of the caste. 


Now as to the plaintifi^s capacities under heads (b) and (c) 
Mr, Padshah, who^e forcible and exhausti\ e argument has omitted 
nothing capable of telling in his clients favour, has candidly 
admitted that the piaintiff^s privileges in regard to inspection 
must be determined solely by reference to the rules of the caste, 
and that these rules — see rule 8 — formally exclude the idght of 
inspection* The caste having made a rule in regaid to inspection 
no other line of argument was possible , but even if the rules of 
the caste had been silent on the question of inspection, we do 
not think that a right to inspection existing in any peison by 
virtue of his being a member of the caste or of its Managing 
Committee could be evolved by a reference to English law. That 
unique aggregation, the Hindu caste, is so wholly unknown to 
the English law that, as it seems to us, English decisions concern- 
ing English corporations and partnerships ten 1 rather to confusion 
than to guidance upon such a question as that now in hand. A 
Hindu caste may have points of resemblance to English corpora- 
tions and partnerships, but its points of difference appear to us 
eVen more numerous and more radical. We have, therefore, had 
no hesitation in accepting Mr. PadshalPs admission upon tins part 
of the case, though when we come later to the question of the 
casters autonomy we shall have occasion to adduce further reasons 
in support of our \iew. 


If we are right so far, then, the result is that the plaintiff can 
make no claim to this inspection except as a trustee of the parti- 
cular funds known as Derasar and Sadharan. We propose in 
discussing the whole question to follow the order of the Advocate 
GeperaFs argument, to inquire, that is to say, first, whether 
plamtiff had any such right ; secondly, whether, if so, it was 
demanded by the plaintiff and was denied by the 
r| and, thirdly, whether in any case the question is not 
^ thje pQurt’s Jurisdiction. 
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Upon the first of these questions it is plain that, as trustee of 
the two funds, the plaintiff has certain legal rights apart altogether 
from any privileges which he may have under the regulations of 
the caste ; for though it is competent to a caste to appoint a man 
a trustee or not to appoint him, it cannot, having once so appointefi 
him, restrict the legal rights incidental to his position as trustee. 
We must, therefore, examine separately the plaintiff’s legal rights 
as trustee and his caste lights, for it is enough for him to succeed 
upon cither. 

His legal rights as trustee of the Derasar and Sadharan funds 
cannot, in our opinion, entitle him to inspection of the two con- 
tested documents which do not appertain to either of these trusts. 
This, as we understood his argument, was not seriously contested 
by Mr. Padshah, who upon this point relied on the larger conten- 
tion that the plaintiff was a trustee of the whole caste property ; 
and it would seem that the distinction and its consequences were 
not prominently brought before the learned Judge below. The 
documents of which inspection is claimed arc, as we have said, the 
Sub-0 ommittee’s minute hook and the correspondence file of the 
Mahajan. The Suh-Committeo^s minute book contains tho record 
of what is called the Judicial Branch of the caste, that is, of the 
inquiries made by the Sub- Committee into caste offences alleged 
to have been committed by various members. The coirespondcni.e 
file contains the letters wu-itten and receii cd by the Managing 
Committee on behalf of the whole caste. These documents in 
no sense belong to the Derasar or Sadharan trusts, which have 
separate books of their own, and there is no allegation that these 
books have been incorrectly kept. As trustee of these two funds 
only, the plaintiff could, we think, have no legal claim to a roving 
inspection of all caste documents on the ground that some of such 
documents may possibly be found to contain entries bearing upon 
questions of expenditure having some connection with the trusts, 
and no such power is implied in tho deeds creating the trusts, 
Exhibits A and B. 

This part of the case need not, however, bo further pursued be- 
cause we were not pressed to allow the plaintiff's claim on the foot- 
ing of his legal rights as a trustee of the Derasar and Sadharan 
? 619-2 
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funds only. The plaintiff in the Court below and his counsel before 
us have preferred to rely upon the plaintiff’s privileges as a 
trustee by virtue of the rules of the caste^ and the argument is that^ 
though the trusteeship would not suffice to found a valid claim in 
law, it does suffice to found a good claim under No. 8 of the caste 
rules to be found under the heading “ Secretary.” This rule is 
in the following words 

“ 'JlT'ithout the permission of the Secretary or the President 
no person or persons whatever except the trustees can inspect 
any hook or document whatever^ nor can he or they remove it 
even outside the office/^ 


This is the official translation from the Gujarati* We have 
referred to the original, hut it thiows no further light on the 
meaning of the rule as to the position of trustees. At the time 
the rule was made the only trustees in existence were the trustees 
of the Derasar and Sadharaii fuiicls^ though there are indications 
that the caste even then contemplated appointing the same persons 
to a trust to be created of the whole Mahajan property. The 
question is, what rights to inspection are conferred upon the 
trustees by the rule cited. The learned J udge below has read the 
rule as meaning that the trustees are authorised to inspect all caste 
documents whatsoever, but, though we have hesitated before 
differing from his opinion, we are constrained to regaid a nariower 
^ as more consistent with the actual words, and with 

the probable intention of the framers of the rules. It appears to 
us that the rule enacts a general and sweeping exclusion, from 
which the trustees are excepted , that is, it is not true to say of the 
trustees that they are excluded from inspecting all documents 
whatsoever. But it does not seem to he implied that they arb 
entitled to inspect all documents whatsoever, but rather that they 
ire entitled to inspect some documents (undefined), and in that 
me the documents referred to would be those belonging to their 
In other words, the rule, as we construe it, first prohibits 
I^Mtion by any members without permission, and then saves 
of trustees as such. This interpretation seems to 
regard is had to the extreme 
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with which rights of inspection can be exercised for purposes of 
dissension and litigation. This particular caste has, as the reports 
show, been more than once involved in litigation owing to these 
intestine feuds. We think it more likely therefore that the caste 
should have narrowly limited these rights of inspection than that 
it should have lavished them without check on the trustees of the 
two special funds. We may add that if the broader construction 
of the rule were to be preferred on the sole ground which appears 
tenable, namely, the theory that the caste intended to have the 
existing trustees appointed to a new trust of all caste property 
then the plaintifF^s case would not, in our opinion, be advanced, 
for upon that supposition he would be seeking to take advantage 
oE an intention or design which the caste never carried into effect. 
Finally, upon this branch of the case, we think that the actual 
result will not depend upon the precise construction of rule No. 8. 
For, let us suppose that the rule does confer upon the trustees— 
that is, the trustees of the two funds, who alone existed — m 
unfettered right of inspection of all caste documents | that, as we 
have shown, would be a mere caste privilege altogether in excess 
o£ any claim which the trusteeship of the two funds would legally 
jus tify. But what the caste gave yesterday, they could withdraw 
tomorrow and no decree could be based on a caste privilege of 
this kind inasmuch as the caste could at once render it nugatory* 
Nor is this an unreal apprehension , on the contrary, in view of 
the trustees^ action on the 10th September (sce^Exhibit 36) and 
the other evidence brought to our notice, it appears to us very 
probable that the majority of the caste would, as they could, 
override any decree made in the plaintiff^s favour. 

This completes our observations on the first question as to ths 
plaintiff^s right to claim inspection of these documents, .and, for 
the reasons given, we must hold that the plaintiff had no such 
right either at law or under the rules of the caste. 

For the next question we must assume that that view is 
wrong and proceed to inquire whether the plaintiff^s right was 
ever denied by the defendant so as to give| to the plaintiff a 
good cause of action. What is required to found a suit of 
this character is stated, we think correctly, in the following 
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terms in Taylor^s Evidence, Article 1502 ^ ^ It must Tbe established 
that an express demand was addressed to tlie proper quarter and 
was distinctly refused, or, at least, that the other party showed by 
his conduct that he was determined not to do what was required ” 
Let us see whether these conditions are satisfied here. First, 
what was the proper quarter According to the plaintiff^s case, 
as stated in para 2 of his plaint, the proper and actual custodians 
o! these hooks were the trustees , and the learned Judge below, for 
reasons which have not been canvassed before us, held that that 
case was proved. We are o£ the same opinion. But the defend- 
ant is only one of the trustees, and there is the less reason for 
allowing the plaintiff to sue him alone inasmuch as he was not 
present at the meeting of the 10th September, wheie, for the first 
time, we meet with a plain refusal to give inspection. As we 
understand the matter, it is not a case of selecting at will any 
one of joint tort-feasors. The demand for inspection was not made 
in the proper quarter, and the defendant cannot alone be held 
answerable for a resolution of the other trustees at a meeting 
which he did not attend. 


Then assuming there was a demand made to the defendant at 
the pioper quartei, was tlieio such a refusal or denial by the 
defendant as would justify this suit ? We think not Here we 
must look a little closely at the facts preceding the institution of 
this suit, and must bear in mind the obvious consideration that 
f dilatoriness and excuses for inaction are not, at least in India, to 
be regarded as necessarily oquivalent to denial of right. The all 
important evidence is, in our opinion, the correspondence Exhibit 
K from 16th August to 11th September 1905. That correspondence 
discloses to us the plaintiff watching for a favourable opportunity 
to launch his suit, and on the 1st September his solicitors declare 
that the plaint is already in draft. It was declared on the 12th 
September, having on the previous day been sent to counsel for 
: settlement. Now para 4 of the plaint, which alleges the 
of the right, is significantly reticent as to the date when 
^^1 occurred, and it appears that this allegation was already 
fhc plaint wasput in draft. But the only events on which 
^ & SOti^hl to be grounded are those which occurs ^ 

8E w# except n certain faint sugg^stltll ^ 

irilliiiBlii.. I I 
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that events of the 8 tli to lOili may also be prayed in aid. It seems 
to us clear that these later events cannot be used to support the ease 
against the defendant who was away in Poona when they occurred, 
and who^ as already stated, did not attend the trustees^meeting of 
the 10th, It is true, as the learned Judge says, that the resolution 
of the 10 th was a denial of the plaintiffs right, but that was a 
resolution by other trustees, not parties, and the defendant took 
no part in it. Now if we refer to the correspondence, Exhibit K, 
we shall see that it is this resolution of the general body of trustees 
(without the defendant) which alone is referred to as constituting 
a denial of the plainfciff^s right. That follows from the plaintiff^s 
attorneys' letter of the llfch September where we first meet a plain 
allegation of a refusal, that is, the refusal by the other trustees on 
the 10th. But the latest letter which can be used against the 
defendant, owing to his subsequent absence from Bombay, is that 
from the plaintifi's attorneys, dated the 8 th September, referring to 
the events of the 7th. This letter, however, does not even allege a 
refusal, despite the plaintiff’s then anxiety to make a case 5 it 
alleges only frivolous objections to conceding the demand and 
a pretext ’’ that a certain necessary key was with the Mehta ; but 
oven thc^^ pretext is not apparently disbelieved, for, the plaintiff 
says that he objects to the key remaining with the Mehta. Even 
as late as the 11th September we find the plaintiff saying, through 
his solicitors, that unless the defendant takes a certain course he 
will conclude that the defendant objects to the inspection/^ 
We must infer from all this that nothing that happened on the 7 th 
September was understood even by the plaintiff himself to amount 
to a denial or refusal, and m view of the plaintiff’s position, 
to which we have alluded, it is certain that he did not understate 
his own case. If further assurance were needed, it would be found 
in the plaintiff’s own deposition, where he says in examination-in- 
cMef ; I attended on the 7 h September to take inspection and 
copies. Inspection of the Mahajan book was allowed, but as to 
the correspondence file I wa^ told it could not be found i and 
he goes on to confirm the fads as stated in his solicitors’ letter of 
the 8 th September. It is tiue that, after the lapse of a consi- 
derable interval, which enabled him to reconsider his evidence, 
the plaintiff in cross-examination seized an opportunity to endea** 
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voui: to improve his story, but in all the circumstances we can 
attach no importance to this attempt. Thus the occurrences of the 
7th September^ which are wholly, or almost wholly, relied on to 
support this suit, fail in their purpose because it is manifest that 
the plaintiff himself never understood them to amount to a denial 
of his right, For the events between the 7th September and the 
filing of the suit the defendant was not responsible , they were 
the acts of the other trustees in the defendant's absence. As to 
Exhibit M, the record of the trustees^ meeting of the 2nd Sep- 
tember, we read that as a plain indication that defendant made 
no lefusal, but that the plaintift was actively endeavouring to 
discover or to make an excuse for litigation, 


Again, the right claimed was an unqualified right to hand 
over all the caste books for the years 1903, 1904 and 1905, But 
the plaintiff never became a trustee of the two funds till he 
signed the two trust deeds, exhibits A & B, on the 7th September 
1905, and in any ease his claim to inspect earlier documents 
would have been inadmissible. Therefore, though we hold there 
was no denial, it would bo difficult to say that a denial of an 
excessive claim would have been unwarrantable. In this context 
it is relevant to observe that, when pressed as to the purposes 
for which he wanted inspection, the plaintiff said . At fii^st I 
merely wanted to look into the minutes of the Suh-Committoe. 
That was for no particular purpose. I must look into a thing 
first before I can say why I want to look into We read this 
as meaning that, as the evidence generally suggests, the 
plaintiff's real object was to make a fishing inquiry in the hope 
of finding some materials wherewith further to embarrass the 
majority of the caste. If that is so, reference may usefully be 
made to the observations of their Lordships of the Judicial 
Committee in the of Bombay v. Suleman^^^ 


There now remains the single point, whether this is a caste 
nn and so beyond the jurisdiction of the Court. That, 
must be discussed on the assumption that our foregoing 
are wrong. In our opinion this point also must be 
M the defendant's favour* As we have tried to show 
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in an earlier part of this judgment^ the plaintiff s elaitn cannot be 
supported by reference to his legal rights as trustee of the two 
funds. If he is to succeed at all, the plaintiff must succeed, as 
indeed he himself puts his case, under the rules of the caste, so 
that the question comes down to this, is the plaintiff by reason 
of his holding a certain caste office, entitled under the caste rules 
to inspection of all caste documents ? It appears to us that that 
is eminently a question for the caste, and not for the Court. 

Upon this subject; we must notice that there is visible a grow- 
ing tendency to endeavour to enlarge the jurisdiction of the 
Courts beyond the limits set by existing authorities, but in our 
judgment the tendency ought not to be encouraged. The records 
of our Courts show that a Hindu, whose own preferences or 
inclinations do not commend themselves to his caste, is apt to 
try and use the civil Court as a means whereby his wishes may 
be forced on the majority, and we arc of opinion that this suit 
is an illustration of the practice. Mr. Padshah admitted that 
the authorities of the caste would, as he phrased it, have “ con- 
current jurisdiction'’ with the civil Court to determine the 
question now in issue j and that appears to us to be a dangerous 
admission. For, though the decisions aie not perhaps altogether 
harmonious, there is no doubt that their general weight favours 
the test which received the high authority of Sargent 0. J. in 
Mman v. Snla and was followed by Fairan J. in I/alji Bliamji 
V. Walji That test is, " Would the taking cogniz- 

ance of the matter in dispute be an interference with the 
autonomy of the caste ? " Now autonomy is rather a large 
word, and, without attempting to define it, we think it must 
mean at least as much as this, that ivhere rights to property are 
not involved all matters of internal management must be left to 
the decision of the caste. This proposition has the support of 
several cases which we do not cite as the proposition itself was 
not challenged before ns. No rights to property are involved 
here, yet the Court’s interference is sought on a question for 
which the rules of the caste make provision. If wo are to take 
the decision out of the hands of the caste, it is difficult to see 
either what would be left of the caste’s autonomy or where the 
{« (1882) 6 Bom, 125, (3) (1894) 19 Bom. 507. 
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process is to stop ; yet it is on many grounds very undesirable 
that the Courts should assume the jux'isdictionj or bo burdened 
with the duty, of deciding the numoorless small points of religious 
or social usage and etiquette which form the common subjects 
of difference. In Mwan’s cm the* was a claim to property, viz , 
to the fees appurtenant to a caste office, yet Sir Charles Sargent 
held that, the office being a caste office, the Court was not vested 
with jurisdiction by reason of the annexed fees. That decision 
was, no doubt, under the Eegulation of 1827 which does not 
govern suits on the Original Side of this Court, but it has not 
been argued that the practice on the Original Side under section 9 
of the Civil Procedure Code of 1908 differs from the course pre« 
scribed by the Regulation, and we can see no reason whatever why 
the rules as to the admissibility of caste suits should be one 
thing for the muffassal and another thing for the presidency 
town. The plaintiff relies on Fan an J.’s decision in Laljv’s eme, 
which was a case among members of the caste now before us, 
but, if the facts there be examined, we do not think that the 
decision assists the plaintiff. Upon reading the whole judgment 
attentively, we think that Farran, J. felt that he was going as 
near the limit of interference as was possible but it is not 
necessary for us to consider the correctness of his decision as we 
find that it is easily distinguishable from the present case. For, 
in Laljih case a question of property was involved, viz., the right 
to the use of the caste oart, and the learned Judge was satisfied 
that his decree would give effect to the wishes of the majority. 
Those, as we read the report, were the principal latmm deciclendi, 
and both of them are absent heie. Here, as the learned Judge 
below points out, the suit is not in form a suit against the caste, 
but even in form it is a suit to enforce a caste privilege and for 
that redress the proper tribunal to approach is the caste whoso 


rule is said to have been infringed, and not the civil Court. The 
: ! character of the suit, however, is we think, a claim against 
|| pA ||^esmt constituted authorities of the caste ; substantially it 
^ Court an order, which the plaintiff 

would never make, as to a matter concerning the 
tti© caste affairs, and this explains 'Why 
'brought before the Court and not before the caste, 



VOL. XXXIV.] 


BOMBAY SERIES* 


483 


though the caste admittedly had jurisdiction to decide it. The 
question in dispute is in reality a question between the caste and 
a section, apparently a small section, o£ the caste led by the 
plaintiff, and as such it is outside the Courtis jurisdiction in 
accordance with the decision in Nemchancl v* BavmchandP^ which 
was approved by Sargent, 0. J., in Met/m Jetlialal v* Jamiatram 
, Nemclanis cam was decided by a Full Bench con- 
sisting of Sir Eichard Couch, 0. J., and four other Judges. The 
plaintiffs, who lepresented one of the factions into which the 
caste was split, claimed a declaration that they were the proper 
recipients of half the compensation which had been allowed by 
the Collector for certain shops belonging to the caste. It will be 
seen, therefore, that there was a distinct and specific claim to 
property; yet the Full Bench held that the Courts had no 
jurisdiction. In our opinion the plaintiffs there had a stronger 
case than has the plaintiff before us and if this appeal has to be 
decided on a comparison of the authority of the two cases, Idji 
Bhamji v. Walp W'arclhmad^^ and NemeJiand v. Savaichmd^^ 
there can be no que:>tion that the authority of the latter must 
prevail. For, though it is competent to us not to follow the 
ruling of a single judge, we are concluded by a decision of the 
Full Bench whether we agree with it or not. But in fact for the 
reasons given we do entirely agree with the decision in NemeJmnd 
V. Smaichand^^ which so far as we are a’ware has been the law 
of this Presidency since 1866 : compare Gtrdliar v, and 

the already cited case of MetJia lethalal v. Jamiatmm ; 

and in our opinion the decision in Lalp^B ease cannot be regarded 
as authority for extending the jurisdiction of the Court beyond 
the point at which it is left by the earlier cases. 
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Finally, as to section 161, Civil Procedure Code, that has no 
bearing on the present discussion for, when according to well 
established principles certain questions have been removed from 
the jurisdiction of the Court, we do not think they can he brought 
within the jurisdiction on the plea that the Court has inherent 
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jurisdictioB to do what justice requires for the parties before it. 
That plea cannot be urged in order to extend the jurisdiction of 
the Oourt; but to meet the objection often raised that in matters 
within the jurisdiction the Court can only exercise such powers 
as are expressly given by the legislature and no others. 

On the foregoing grounds, then, and with very sincere respect 
for the learned trying Judge and his exhaustive treatment of the 
suit as it was presented to him, wo have felt compelled to adopt 
a different view as to the lights of the parties in this case. 

We reverse the decree under appeal, and order that the suit 
be dismissed with costs throughout. 

Decree reversed. 

Attorneys for the appellant*. Messrs® Wadicty GccuclJiy Oo, 
Attorneys for the respondent: Messrs. Maiulhai, Jamiehani 
and 
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Before Mr. JnsUce Macleod* 

A. HAJI ISMAIL & Co , PiAiNTirrs, v. EABIABAI and akothbe, 


BraoUce— -Dissolution of partnership — Assets in hands of receiver- 
-^Charging order — Solicitors* hen for costs* 


The lulo at common law that a solicitor is entitled to a lien for his costs on 
property recovered or iireserved hy his exertions has always been followed by 
this Court ; and, where there aie assets of a partnership in the hands of a 
teceiver appointed in a partnership suit, tho solicitois engaged in that suit are 
entitled to ask for a charge on those assets in piioiity to the cieditois of the 
partnership. 

V. Thome (i), followed. 

^ pMntit has obtained a decree against a partneiship firm, the 
of which ate in the hands of a receiver appointed in a pre)^ious 
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paHneislxip smfs, Iiis piopor cottise is not to Fsue exeention against those assets, 
blit to asic the Court foi a obargiiig ordex, and to undeitake to deal with tlxo 
charge according to tlie order of the Court. 

V. Aibrlll (i), followed. 

PeoceejDINGS ill chambers on a garnishee notice. The facts 
appear snfSciently from the judgment. 

Captain^ of Messrs. Captain and Fauh/a^ for the plaintiffs. 

ThaJcoulas J. Gandhi for first defendant. 

Maclbod, J. — The two defendants in this suit were partners 
and in a suit No. 96 of 1907 filed by the first defendant against 
the second defendant for dissolution of partnership, a receiver 
was appointed to get in the assets. The receiver has now in his 
hands a sum of about Es. 1,698 as assets and it is not considered 
likely that ho will recover anything more. 

The plaintiffs in this suit having obtained a decree against the 
defendants were granted leave to issue execution against the 
assets of the partnership in the hands of the receiver and a prohi- 
bitory order was issued on the 19th June 1908. They have now 
taken out a garnishee notice against the receiver to pay to the 
plaintiffs the money in his hands. I am tohl that no other claims 
have been made against these assets but a question arises whether 
they are not subject to the lien of the solicitors in the partnership 
suit for their costs. 

The rule at common law that a solicitor is entitled to a lien for 
his costs on property recovered or preserved by his exertions has 
always been followed by this Court and the case of Rtdd v. 
Thome is a direct authority for holding that where there are 
assets of a partnership in the hands of a receiver appointed in a 
partnership suit, the solicitors engaged in that suit are entitled 
to ask for a charge on those assets in priority to the creditors of 
the partnership. 

Apart from that the procedure adopted by the plaintiffs in this 
suit is, in my opinion, wrong. They should not have issued 
execution against the assets in the hands of the receiver. The 
proper course was to ask the Court for a charging order in the 

m (1886) 34 Oh. B. (2) (1902) 2 Oh. 344. 
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form granted by Kay, J., in Kewney v. MtrUU^K The assets of the 
partnership can then he dealt with by the Court by giving 
directions to the receiver and it is desirable that this procedure 
should be followed in future. 

I discharge the prohibitory"ordcr and garnishee notice and give 
the plaintiffs a charge on the moneys which are in the hands of or 
which may be taken possession of by the receiver and they must 
undertake to deal with the charge according to the order of the 
Court. The charge will be for the judgment debt and costs and 
interest and the costs of this order. The lien ot the solicitors for 
their costs in the partnership suit will take priority over this 
charging order. 

K. MCI, K. 


W ( 1 S 86 ) 34 Cli. D. 3 I 5 . 


ORIGINAL CIVIL. 


Before Mr. Justice Maoleod. 

In ths matter oe Land Ac(itrisiTioN Act. In the matter or GOVERN- 
MENT AND SUKHANAND GURUMUKHEAI and another.* 

Land AcqmsUim Act (I of ISOdJ—Oaonyensaiion—ValuMiott, of residenital 
property— LUmenU to he considered — Bnidenoe hefote Acquisition Officer— 
JPractice. 

The income of a property whether actual oi imaginary is no doubt one of 
the recognised staiting points for a valuation, but it is a mistake to think that 
it is the only element to be taken into consideration. 

In the case of residential piopeity to endeavour to anive at the market value 
wlely on the basis of an hypothetical rent may work grave injustice to the owner. 
There are commodities which may possess a value in the market not for the re- 
Ifm they give on capital invested but for the advantages and enjoyment which 
,«e8rue from their possession. Residential property-in the sense of property 
vfeeh a purchaser wishes to acquire for his own residence— is such a commodity. 

first question to determine is whether there is a demand, and if there is a 
^ cost is the most important element for consideration. 
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It is tiie duty of legal praotitioneis attending before the Acquisition Officer 
to assist him in arriving at a valuation by putting before him all the information 
and materials at their disposal. 

Eepeebnce under s. 18 o£ the Land Acquisition Act. 

The facts appear sufficiently from the judgment of the Court. 

Bo^ertson with Jardine for the claimants. 

Weldon {Strangman, Advocate-General, with him) for Govern- 
ment. 

Macleod, J. — This is a reference by the Special Acquisition 
Officer under s. 18 of the Land Acquisition Act relating to a piece 
of land measuring 3,009 square yards with a bungalow erected 
thereon situated on the Matunga Eoad which runs between 
Matunga station on the G. I. P. Eailway Oompany^s line and 
Mahim station on the B. B. & 0. 1. Eailway Company’s line. 
The property was notified by Government for the purpose of 
being handed over to the G. I. P. Eailway Company which re- 
quired additional land for traffic sidings and waggon sheds. A 
considerable area of the surrounding land has already been the 
subject matter of previous references before me. The claimant 
purchased the land in reference about 1901 at the rate of Es. 2 per 
square yard, and after filling it in all over to the extent of about 
2 feet built a substantial upper storied bungalow with out-houses. 
The whole was surrounded with a low wall surmounted by a 
wooden fence. The compound has been laid out as a garden. 
This neighbourh ood after the plague broke out in Bombay to- 
wards the end of 1896 was the first resorted to by persons who 
wished on that account to live outside the city. A considerable 
quantity of land changed hands and houses began to be built, but 
further development was checked when it was ascertained that 
the Bombay Improvement Trust had notified for acquisition all 
the land between the two Eailways from Dadar to Matunga, so 
far hack as 1898 or 1899. That notice was cancelled about the 
year J905 and a fresh notice was issued by Government for 
acquisition for the Ealiway Company on the 22nd February 1906. 
The demand, however, for suburban residences continued un- 
i abated, though it could only be satisfied by erecting houses in 
s Balsette. 
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Mr, Muiphy, tlie Special Acquisition OfScor^ has valuoil tlio 
property on the basis of an hypothetical rent^ to the exclusion o£ 
all other methods. The claimant after the bungalow had been 
completed, had occupied the upper floor himself and had 
occasionally let out the ground floor and parts of the out-houses, 
so there was no possibility of arriving at the letting value of the 
whole except by guess-work. Mr. Chambers^ for Government, 
estimated that a fair rent would bo Rs. 100 per mensem. 
Mr. Murphy based his award on a rental o£ Rs. 120. In his 
decision he has complained of the attitude adopted by the 
claimant's legal advisers. The first valuation they brought in 
was one by Mr. Bryant based on his estimate of the then value 
of the land plus the value of the buildings. The Company's 
solicitor contended that this valuation was on a wrong basis^ the 
correct basis being the rental value. Mr. Murphy adopting this 
contention summarily rejected the claimant's valuation, and 
apparently expected him to immediately produce a valuation on 
a rental basis. At a later stage of the proceedings after the 
Railway Company had opened their case the claimant was 
allowed as a matter of grace to bring in a valuation also based 
on an hypothetical rent. Before me both parties have argued 
the case on the same basis. 


Now the income of a property whether actual or imaginary is 
no doubt one of the recognized starting points for a valuation. 
The mistake everyone has made in this case lies in thinking that 
that is the only element to be taken into consideration. In the 
case of residential property to endeavour to arrive at the market 
value solely on the basis of an hypothetical rent may work grave 
injustice to the owner. There are commodities which may possess 
a value in the market not for the return they give on capital 
invested but for the advantages and enjoyment which accrue 
from their possession. Residential property is such a commodity, 
i bare, by residential property I mean property which a 
wishes to acquire for his own residence. The first 
i to determine is whether there is a demand, and if there 
fed t|ie original cost is the most important element for 
who buyslani tod builds 'thereon, ^km 
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his outlay but it does not follow that be neveir does, for if there 
is a demand for residences in a particular locality and the supply 
is limited a purchaser will consider not only 'the procurable rent 
of houses in the market but the cost to himself of building a 
new one. 

Now I am satisfied that in February 1906 there was a demand 
for residential property in this locality, that the supply was 
extremely limited, and that persons of means residing in the 
native town were anxious to obtain accommodation outside the 
town during the plague season ; further, that the situation of the 
claimant'^s property was eminently favourable and that his 
expenditure on land and building was absolutely normal, 

Mr. Chambers, the export witness for Government, admitted 
that there was nothing extravagant about the building and that 
the property could be valued as a residence without fixing on 
an imaginary rental Unfortunately Mr, Murphy^s award 
precluded him from forming an unbiased opinion of the value 
of the property on this basis. The claimant proved that the 
cost to him had been about Rs. 26,000 but beyond that, he 
had laid out the compound, planted trees, and brought into 
existence, as is evident from the photographs put in, an 
ently desirable residence available for sale as a going concern. It 
is not uareasonable tor the Court to assume that a purchaser 
wishing to acquire such a residence in this neighbourhood would 
realise he could not build at any less cost, in addition he would 
have to incur considerable trouble and wait for a considerable 
time before he could enter into residence. If any authority were 
required for valuing on the basis of cost it can be found in 
the ease of Government v. Da^al where the Court went 

further than I am prepared to go, by awarding the claimant in 
addition to the estimated cost of his incomplete building, the 
present value of his land instead of the original cost. There is no 
reason why this method should be absolutely barred and the 
owner compensated on the basis of an imaginary rental merely 
because he happens to have completed his building before the 
r^qtification. Taking into account the demand for residential 

(X) (1906) 9 Bom L. B. 99. 
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1909. property in this locality, the cost of the property to the owner, 
Ih the its favourable situation and the fact that it possesses absolutely 
normal features, I consider its market value on the 22nd 
September 1906 was Rs. 25,000. The claimants’ valuation on 
— the basis of a rental of Rs. 185 all the year round cannot be 

MA-riBBrOB considered a reasonable one* If I am to consider an imaginary 

aointoMBsr think any one would pay more than Rs. 140 at the 

Svkhaitahd. outside. The claimant moreover has attempted to increase his 
valuation by setting up a scheme for separating 816 square yards 
from the south end of the compound which he alleges would 
have a value of its own without interfering with the value of the 
bungalow. No doubt he did ask his engineer before the 22nd 
February 1906 to prepare plans for a chawl on the south and 
west boundaries of his property, but I do not feel confident that 
he ever meant to carry this into execution. A chawl accom- 
modating 80 or 100 people would certainly have prevented the 

bungalow from being considered a desirable residence. 


Apart from that I am entirely against taking such schemes 
into consideration. There is no objection to giving surplus land 
a valuation, but it must really be surplus land. In this case the 
claimant has walled in and laid out the whole of the land which 
he clearly bought for the purpose of building a bungalow on it. 
Supposing 1 valued 816 square yards proposed to be cut off, at 
Rs. 8 per square yard, I should certainly consider that the value 
of the bungalow as a residence would be depreciated to a far 
greater extent. I regret that there should have been any 
friction between the Special Acquisition Officer and the 
claimant’s solicitor. I am sure the latter intended no disrespect 
to an officer who was carrying out with great consideration and 
ability the work entrusted to him by Government. Unfortu- 
nately, having fixed in his mind that the only way to value the 
ppioperty was on the basis of an imaginary rent, he seems to 
^ye considered himself precluded from accepting any informa- 

directly pertinent to such a 
On the other hand it is not desirable that legal practition- 
j^fore an Acquisition Officer should make reference 
* ’ is takeu to Court. It is tkeii; 

^ valuation 




H! 





YOL. XXXIY.] 


BOMBAY SIRIBS. 


#1 


before him all the information and materials at their disposal. 
At the same time I deprecate any tendency to treat all such 
information produced by a claimant with suspicion, and to throw 
out everything which is not proved according to the rules of 
evidence which prevail in a Court of Justice, thus necessitating 
a claimant incurring heavy costs and extending the time occupied 
by the inquiry to an inordinate length The Acquisition Officer 
is In a position to make any inquiry that he may think may help 
him in making his awa^rcl but he can hardly expect each individual 
claimant to produce substantial proof to support his case in 
respect of details which in the opinion of the officer should be 
taken into account in making his award. 

The claimant has been awarded Es. 20,205*20. That must be 
increased by Rs. 4,794*80 to which must be added 15 per cent 
and interest on the whole at 6 per cent since Government took 
possession. The claimant must also be paid the costs of this 
reference. 

Attorney for Government : B, F, Nle/iokon^ Government 
Solicitor. 

Attorneys for the claimant : Messrs. B%chiell^ Merwa%ji and 
Homer. 

K. McI. K. 


OEIGINAL CIVIL. 


^ Before Mr* Justice Macleod. 

WALBAI5 PiiAiNTirr, V HEERBAI aub ohhies, Depbxdahi^s.* 
Mindti* law^^Ado^tion'^Mother’s sister's son also father* s hrothe'n'^s son* 
The adoption of a mother’s sister’s son is invalid, even though ho may also 
liappen to he father’s brother’s son. 

The prohibition against the adoption of a sister’s son, a daughter’s son and 
a mother’s sister’s son is general, and not confined solely to persons who 
" neither gapindas nor gagotras. 

Mamckandra v. followed* 

« 1 1 ^ ^ Original Suit No. 244 of 1908 

Ij’ W (1908) 32 Bom 619, 
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Administration suit. 


One Ramji Govindji died in February 1908, leaving him sur- 
\i\ ing two widows, Heerbai and Walbai, and a step-mother Bhag- 
bai. This suit was originally filed by Walbai the junior widow 
against Heerbai and Bbagbai, but at a later date Jadhowji, who 
was alleged to have been adopted by Heerbai since the filing of 
the suit, and Velbai, the daughter of Bhagbai, were added as 3rd 
and 4th defendants respectively. Jadhowji in addition to being 
the son of RamjBs father’s hiother was also the son of Ramji’s 
mother’s sister, the double relationship arising from the fact 
that two brothers married two sisters. The relationship of the 
parties is more fully shown by the following genealogical tree ■— 


Sliivji Panjoo^^M 


Jadhowji 
(Srd ) 

(adopted hy Eeeibai) 


Fanjoo 


I i 

J = C c vindji Panjoo = Bhagbai 
I 1 (Bud de£t ) 

I Velbai 

Heei bai == Ranij i *= Walbai (4fcli deft,) 
(1st deft.) (pllf.) 


A receiver was appointed on the application of the plaintiff. 

Various issues were raised between the parties as to the pro- 
perty in certain ornaments and as to the effect of a consent 
decree in a former suit filed by Bbagbai against Ramji for main- 
tenant ; but the most important point at issue and the chief point 
to which the legal arguments were directed, was the validity of 
the above-mentioned adoption. 






mrangman, Advocate-General, with Inveraritg, 

Lowndes for the plaintiff: — 

The adoption is invalid. See Stokes on Hindu Law at page: 
01 and 571. The point was'decided once and for all in Miagwm 
if# V. BJtagwm Singh^^). And further discussion is in fact nov 
' .purely academic. See Sarbar’s Hindu Law at page 150. 

- ly.Sqdsha with Sefalwad for the 1st defendant ■— 

r^fjsfte to lay down that the possibility of lawful 
1 «S 9 ther is the test. See M^ndlils’s 
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Hindu Law at page 479. The proper construction of the text of 
Sakala is to read it as directing the adoption in the first place of 
a Sapinda or a Sagotra, and in the second failing a Sapinda 
or Sagotra^ of any stranger except a sister^s son^ etc. Id the 
present case^ Tadhowji was adopted in accordance with the direc"* 
tions of the first part of the text. The second part has no 
application at all. 

Bavar with Jimiali appeared for the ilnd and 4th defendants. 

Bhtmclarlar with Desm for the 3rd defendants supported the 
adoption. 

Simngman in reply 

The text does not warrant such a eonstruetion. There are no 
full stops. The exceptions named in the last line refer to the 
whole text. See Bamc/ianSra v. OopaU^h 

MaoleoI)^ J.— One Ramji Govindji died in February 1908 
leaving two widows Heerbai and Walbai^ bis step-mother 
Bhagbab and her daughter Velbai him surviving. In March 
1908 Walbai the junior widow, filed this suit for the administra- 
tion of the estate of Eamji, making Heerbai and Bhagbai 
defendants. After the suit was filed^ Heerbai purported to 
adopt one Jadhowji the son of RamjFs father^s brother and 
mothe/s sister. Jadhowji and subsequently Velbai were added as 
party defendants to this suit. Bhagbai and Velbai thereafter filed 
suit 602 of 1899 ag;ainst Ramji claiming maintenance and other 
relief. By a consent decree of the appellate Court in that suit, 
a house in Essaji Street was settled on Bhagbai for life in 
lieu of maintenance and Eamji was directed to set aside a proper 
sum for the marriage expenses of Velbai, No provision was 
made for the maintenance of Velbai should her mother die 
before she was married. Bhagbai was made a party to this suit 
merely because as the plaintiff alleged she had a life interest 
in a portion of Ramji^s estate ; but besides joining with the 
plaintiff in contesting the validity of the adoption of Jadhowji, 
she has seixed the opportunity of making several claims against 


1909- 

Walb-u 

V. 

Hemibat. 


(1) (190S) 32 Bom. 619 at p. 632. 
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Eamji^s estate on behalf of herself and Velbai^ which must be dis- 
posed of before I deal with the validity of the adoption and the 
liMBAn fnrther questions in dispute between the plaintiff and defendants 
1 and 8. In the first place Bhagbai asked the Court to construe 
the consent decree in suit 602 of 1899 for the purpose of ascertain- 
ing what interest she took in the house in Essaji Street. I do 
not think it is open to argument that she took anything more 
than a life interest in that house, which, on her death, will revert 
to Ramji^s heirs* Then it was contended that Velbai's mainten- 
ance should be provided for ; on the other hand the plaintiff 
and defendants 1 and 3 argue that as Yelbai prayed for 
* maintenance in suit 602 of 1899 and no provision was made for 
it in the consent decree her claim must be considered aslrefused. 
It seems more probable that the question of Velbai^s maintenance 
was overlooked when the consent decree was passed. However 
it was no doubt intended that Bhagbai should maintain Velbai 
and if Bhagbai dies before Yelbai is married, she will have to 
be maintained some how out of the family propeity. There is 
no necessity now to decide how her maintenance should be 
provided for under circumstances which may never come into 
existence. The question as to what is a proper sum to be set 
aside for the marriage expenses of Yelbai and whether the sum 
of Rs. 3,247 is not sufficient for this purpose, must be decided 
^ by the Commissioner 

i I now come to the claims of Bhagbai against the estate of 

Ramji for certain ornaments belonging to herself and Yelbai, 
which, she says, she deposited with Ramji a few months before 
his death. 

[After discussing the evidence his Lordship proceeded as 
III follows : — ] 

M|l| I I satisfied that Bhagbai has not proved by direct evidence 

B|L . the deposit of ornaments with Ramji and that she has not proved 

ornaments taken possession of by the Receiver 
, j ■ Except the broken gold necklace belong to her or Yelbai. 

me to come to a finding on the 6th issue 
third defendant is invalid on the 
qI ^R atnlf s mother's sister. 
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It was held Tby the Privy Council in Bhagwwii &%)igh v* Bhagwcin 
SingM^'^ that the text of Sakala cited by the authors of the 
Dattaka Mimansa and Dattaka Chaiidrika on the question who 
can he adopted is authoritative in all parts of India, That text 
is as follows^ according to the literal translation given to the 
Court during the argument : — 

A son of a Sapinda oi also ne\t a Sagotra 

A soilless twice born should adopt 

In default of son of Sagotia slionld adopt Agotia 

A daughter’s son, sister’s son and mother’s sisfcei’s son excepting ” 

But defendants 1 and 3 argue that the verse should be divided 
into two parts^ that the first permits the adoption of all Sapindas 
and those of the same Ootra as the adoptive father without any 
restriction, and that the second confines the prohibition against 
the sister’s sons, daughter’s sons and mother’s sister^s sons to 
persons who are neither Sapmdas nor SagotraSi that therefore as 
the third defendant is tie father’s brother’s son of Eamji,the fact 
that he is also the mother’s sister’s son is immaterial. 

I should not have been inclined myself to adopt this construc- 
tion. The double upright strokes appearing at the end of the 
alternate lines of the text in Ghose’s work on Hindu Law page 
651 relied on by the 1st defendant as representing full stops, 
do not appear in the original. 

The prohibition seeais to me therefore to be general, but in any 
event I am precluded fro n holding otherwise by a decision of 
this Court in BameJimuha Krishna v. Gopal Bliondo^^ where 
Ohaubal J. at page 632 construes the text^as follows :~ 

the order of selection for adoption the first choice is directed in 
favour of a Sapinda, failing him a Sagotra, and m default of these a stranger, 
excepting always the specific instances mentioned, viz., a daughter’s son, a 
sister’s son, and the mother’s sister’s son.” 

1 find therefore that the adoption of the third defendant is 
invalid* There must be a reference to the Commissioner to as- 
certain : — 

‘ (1) What was the property left by Kamji Govindji ^ 

' (2) What were his debts ^ 

(1) (1898) 21 All. M2 


(2) (1908) 32 Bom. 619. 
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(3) Whether the sum of Rs. 3,247 is sufficient for the betrothal 
Wamai and marriage expenses of Yelbai, and if not, what further sum 
Heebbai, should be allowed ? 

(4) Which of the ornaments taken possession of by the 
Receiver belong to Heerbai, Walbai and Ramjfs estate 
respectively ? 

Attorneys for plaintiff : Messrs. Capfam and Vaid^a. 

^ Attorneys for defendants 1 and 3 ; Messrs. Bhaiskinkar, 
Kanga and Girdliarlal. 

Attorneys for defendants 2 and 4 : Messrs. Thahnrdas S Co. 


K. McI, K. 


OSIGINAL CIVIL. 




190S. 

September 28. 


Before Sir Basil ScoU, JTf,, Chief Just ice, ami Mr. Jusike Baiolielov, 

Sib CUEEIMBHOY EBEAHIM aitd omebs, Pbaiotiffs, ». The MUNICI- 
PAL COMMISSIONER bob the CITY or BOMBAY akd otuees, 
Dbi'endahis.* 

Ovtg of Bombay Municipal Act {Bom. Act III of 1888), section 251-A, 
clause {a)-Buming-‘‘ Directly over or directly zmder"-Oomtniction. 

o^er or directly under” in section 251-1, clause (a). o£ 
the 0% of Bomtay Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of 1888) should be under- 
stood in the restricted sense of immediately over or immediately under, so that 
in effect under this section a water-closet may be built so as to he vertically 
over or under any part of a building provided that a bath-room intervenes. 

^ Where it is not suggested that a word bears any technical sense in the context 
in which it occurs, the construction must proceed upon the general rule that 
statutes are presumed to use words in their popular sense. 

, before the Court as a special case stated 

; uader section 527 of the Code of Civil Procedure (Act XIV 

0 ^ 1882 ). 

^ ^ ‘ ™ of laad in Wodebouse Road, 

desirous of building thereon, gave notice of. 


purauance' of the. provisiopf;' 

“ *’ .:7Q,9of:l«09. 
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of section 337 (1) of the City of Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. 1909, 

Act III of 1888). The plans, however, were not approved by Sie. 

the Executive Engineer on the ground, inter alia, that they 
contravened the provisions of section 251-A(a) of the said Act, M-cswirAi, 

in that they contemplated the construction of certain water- Commis- 

closets in such a position as to be directly over or directly under 
a part of the building other than another privy or water-closst 
or bathing-place, bath-room or terrace. 

To meet this objection fresh plans were prepared and submit- 
ted, according to which the water-closets were still vertically 
in a line with residential parts of the building, but a bath-room, 
or part of a bath-room, now intervened to prevent them being 
immediately over or immediately under such parts. 

These plans, however, were also disapproved on the same 
grounds as before, the defendants maintaining that the words 
“directly over or directly under ^Mn the clause in question 
meant “ in a direct line with, vertically above or below.’' The 
plaintiffs on the other hand contended that the words meant 
“ not only in a direct line with, vertically above or below, but 
also in contact with or directly adjacent to.” 

As the parties were unable to come to a satisfactory conclu- 
sion on the point, they agreed to state a ease for the opinion of 
the High Court, and accordingly after setting out their respec- 
tive contentions, submitted the following questions 

(a) Wliat is the proper construction of section 251-A (o) of the City of 
Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of 1888) ? 

(&) Are the plaintiils entitled, having regard to the provisions of the said 
section, to erect water-closets in theii' said building in accordance with the 
plan in the 6th paragraph hereof referred to p 

Jar dine with SAorit for the plaintiffs. 

Eolertson with Strongman, Advocate-General, for the defend- 
ants. 

Batchelor, J. — This is a ease stated for the opinion of the 
Gourt under Order, XXXVI of the Civil Procedure Code, 1908. 

The plaintiffs are the lessees of a piece of land situate at Wode- 
bouse Bridge Hoad, and the defendants are the Municipal . ; , 
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Commissioner for the City of Bombay and the Municipal Coi- 
poration of the City. 

The plaintiffs, being minded to build residential chambers on 
their land, notified the defendants of their intention and submit- 
ted for approval the requisite plans and specifications. Objection 
■was taken by the Municipality that the construction of some of 
the waifi'-closets violated the provisions of clause (a) of section 
25 1-A of the City of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888, as amended 
by Act V of 1905, That clause runs as follows : — 


1 i 


No peison shall bmld a piivy or water-closet in suoli a position or manner 
as to be directly over or diieetly undei any loom or pait of a building other 
than another pi ivy or -watei -closet oi a bathing-place, bath-ioom or teirace. 

In order to meet this objection the plaintiffs made certain 
alterations in their plans, tv'hich, they submitted, ■were now 
outside the prohibition contained in the clause, but the defend- 
ants maintained their original objection. The question before 
us is whether that objection is good in law, and the answer turns 
on the meaning to be given to the word directly ” in the clause. 
The plaintiffs contend that the words “ directly over or directly 
under ” mean not only vertically over or under, but also imme- 
diately over or under, so that in effect a water-closet may bo built 
so as to be vertically over or under any part of a building 
provided that a bath-room intervenes. The defendants, on 
the other hand, put a wider construction on the clause and 
submit that the words “ directly over or directly under 
mean “ in a direct line vertically at any height above or any 
depth below." 

The form of the special case, at it is drawn, does not quite 
correctly follow the requirements of the Order, but any technical 
difficulty which might have arisen from this circumstance has 
been removed by the parties who, through their respective 
il, have assured us that neither side has any desire to appeal 
our finding, and that the difference between them will 
settled by the expression of our opinion as to the 
the danse. That being so, we proceed to state the 
opkionto -whiobthe arguments on either gide 
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si":5:,fT “ p-hii“vL^ 

obiecto r* . 7 '*'®™ “>« de Want-s 
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that the ground door rf the budding rtobe f °"’f 

itrsr.tsr t- “ s 

dialely oner the restaurant. TOeXLa^ *”‘.7” 
Municipality, under the clause^w:^ ‘ ^ Xdr t” f ““t 
the position of the water-closet tm I • Pontiffs so altered 

the bath-room, whirrimredSt ® 1* over 

doors of ttiP Tto+f, diately over the restaurant. The 

floors of the bath-room and of the water-closet are built J' 
vions material so that there are new f ® ™ Aflper- 

betweenthe water-closet and tb? 7 ^^pervious floors 

however, conteuds tSl lt-cSrZt 

regarded as being immediaterol l r^uraT ”7*“ 

intervenes between J w. Iclos^ Xh ^ 
wo think that this contention X b^^^^^^^ 

edecX t “ strueturai alteration is so sligbT'hi’ 

6116C1/ as to amouiit tn ii ^ sligat/ la 

in the bath-room It fo]]r>wc 4? ^ feetbigh recess 

water^loset Z tt^Z ’ °“7’ ““ tto 
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.B to prevail. In „ur opinion it ought to prev.ir° ' 

theZtXe:^tt:xr„r:r:rf^“" 

altemaHves, and seeing that . famiUarlord LTmt tt tX“' 
pose of expressing either alternative . Par- 
both these words were avoided nnd ™ ^ regretted that 
» S19-6 word directly » 
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was employed. Had the meaning intended been as the plaintiffs 
suggest, one would have expected “ immediately ” , had the mean- 
ing been as the defendants suggest, one would have expected 
“ vertically.^' But the choice has fallen upon “ directly " and we 
must construe it as best we can It seems to us that full force is 
given to the word if we read it as the equivalent of “im- 
mediately " which is in accordance with popular modern usage, 
whereas the more extensive connotation required for the defend- 
ant’s case would have invited a more precise word and some 
amplification of the phrase. It is not suggested that the word 
beais any technical sense in the context in which it occurs, and, 
therefore, the construction must proceed upon the general rule 
that statutes are presumed to use words in their popular sense, 
“uii loqmtw lulgus,” as was said by Dr. Lushing ton in The 
ffu%lie\ How whatever may be the interpretation favoured 



by etymological piopriety, we ihink that current popular usage 
is against the defendants. If two visitors to a hotel bargained 
that their rooms should be the one directly over the other, they 
would hardly be satisfied with rooms which, though in the same 
vertical line, were three or four storeys apart. In time also 
as well as in space, it is clear that “ directly,” uti loquitur vulgus, 
has parted with its original signification • we say that we are 
coming “directly” without reference to the line of our approach 
and meaning no more than at once or forthwith. It is true, 
the original precision is retained in scientific or mathematical 
usage, but with that we are not concerned • the point is that in 
popular speech this etymological accuracy has been so far lost 
that we do not think it can be read into “ directly ” where the 
word can receive ample interpretation otherwise Further sup- 
port for this view may be found by considering the language of 
the clause without the word “ directly ” ; for, that should sug- 
gest the particular laeuna which _the insertion of the word was 
.tended to supply. If the clause had read “no person shall 
water-closet in such a position or manner as to be over 
any room or part of a building other than another 
It or a bathing-place,” then a bathing-place at the 

I ^ 1 1 i 

I SlIliM Iff U I* P. M. & A. 20, S?. 
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imt fi floor might conceivably have 

floor -^for of the second 

floor for the water-closet would have been, m a sense over 

^onl « duetaW’^' addition of the 

prevent such Zr, accounted for by an intention to 

fls in ascribine- to^t^’^?' w warrant 

g to the draftsman any wider intention. 

As to the argument which was sought to be based on substm 

Xz:t:t:i ir - ‘S.rr« •: 

*^posea to a two-fold answer • fh^f if i i ■. 
o’iven in e i "^ere to be 

tjiven to tile defendant's contentinn fKa it 

.0 l,. w™tT W'*™‘™i”‘I>h»e,te,hadhedom 
section 246 A oJtl'”' 4 T**^ *’’** powers of prohibition under 

y onbtfnl objection under section 251-A (a). 

«;rnTerj:‘““ ““ *“ ‘’■« 

of raMon 'si’ll " " “ <'’»"» M 

-ndedforlXt::“J^^^^^ 

There will be a decree accordingly. 

Attorneys for plaintiffs: Messrs. ,3 Oo. 

Attorneys for defendant, , Mem-,. 0„u,/m/. S,m„ ^ a. 
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JB^ore Mr. Justice ClimdmarMr and Mr, Justice Heaton* 


1910, PIBAJI -Bm LAXMAN MALI (oeigikal Plaiktifp), Appellant, u. GANA- 
Maro^ h PATI bin EAMJI MALI (obiginab Bepenbant), Bespondent.^ 


Dehkhau Agriculturists’^ Melief Act {XVII of 1879)^ section 12-^Qompromlso 
of the case — Oourfs duty to record/ the compromise and pass decree in Us 
terms --Pleadef^s compromising without authority from Ms cUenf-^OUent to 
apply to cancel the compromise. 


Thoie is notMng in the provisions o£ section 12 or in any otlier section of tlie 
Bekklian Agricnitmists* Belief Act 1879, wliicli expressly deprives tlie parties 
to a suit of tko power of entering into a compromise and liaving that compro- 
mise recorded under section 375 of the Civil Procedme Code of 1882 which is 
the same as Order XXIII, rule 3 of the Code of 1908. 


A compromise means the settlement of a disputed claim. 

Wheie a party complains that a compromise effected in his name by his 
pleader was niianthorized, he must move the Coiiit to cancel all that has been 
done and to revive the suit. 

Basangowda v. OhurchigirigowdaO), followed. 





Appeal from the decision of Euttonji Mancherji, First Class 
Subordinate Judge at Poona# 

Suit for accounts and redemption. 

The property in dispute was mortgaged by plaintiff^s father 
to defendant for Rs. 8,500 on the 15th August 1893, It was 
a^axU mortgaged on the 31st January 189G for Rs. 2,500 ; and for 
Rs. 1,500 on the 25th. March 1897. The plaintiff mortgaged it 
to defendant for Rs. 1,200 on the 17th April 1901. The total 
amount advanced was Rs. 8,700. 

The defendant was in possession of the property. 

The plaintiff filed this suit on the 17th January 1908 for 
aefiount and redemption of the mortgages. 

jAfter the issues were settled, the parties applied for and 
' adjournment of the hearing | and on the adjourned 

they presented to the Court a compromise of the snit# 

UNo. 48olim 
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Under the terms o£ the compromise the amount due at the 
foot of the mortgage was fixed at Rs. 9,600 for principal 
and interest ; the sum was made payable in yearly instalments 
of Rs. 500 each ; and the question of farther interest and costs 
was left to be determined by the Court. 

The Court passed a decree in terms of the compromise. It 
awarded further interest at the rate of three per cent, per annum j 
and made the plaintiff bear the defendant's costs. 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 

£. A. Shah, for the appellant. — The lower Court erred in pass- 
ing a decree on a so-called compromise. Under the Dekkhau 
Agriculturists’ Relief Act, section 12, the Court is hound to take 
accounts unless the claim is admitted; and even in that case 
the Court must record its reasons in writing showing that it is 
satisfied that the admission is true and made by the debtor with 
a full knowledge of his rights under the Act; the lower Court 
has not followed the latter course and hence it was bound to 
take the accounts under section 12 of the Act. 

Further, the judgment of the lower Court clearly shows that 
after the commencement of this suit and before the issues were 
raised, the respondent was asked to produce his accounts and to 
show what he claimed under the mortgage in dispute. The 
appellant’s pleader examined the same and admitted that in so 
far as the accounts were concerned the amount given by tho 
respondent was correct; yet he disputed the amount of the 
consideration and therefore a distinct issue on that point was 
raised. Then comes in the compromise wherein the whole 
consideration is admitted. Thus there is the admission of 
the claim. 

There is no express provision in the Act about compromises. 
Again I submit that the compromise is not binding on the 
appellant as it was entered into by his pleader without any 
authority from him. 

[ChandavaekAb, J., referred to Sasangowda v. CJmreUgiri- 
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^9^0' Lastly, the lower Court was wrong in awaiding future 

PiKAJi interest when it itself says that the respondent has already 

OASArATx. received past interest almost equal in amount to the principal. 

V. G. AJin&jfa, for the respondent, was not called upon. 
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Chamavaukae, J. : — The suit was brought by the appellant to 
redeem certain mortgages. The plaintiff alleged that the amounts 
of the mortgages were for past debts except the last mortgage, 
and that that was for interest due on the previous amounts. The 
plaintift claimed relief in the suit as an agriculturist under the 
Dekkhan Agriculturists' Relief Act, The respondent pleaded 
that all the mortgages were for cash advances. The suit was fixed 
for disposal on the 20th of N’o\ ember, 1908. On that date the 
parties, appearing by their pleaders, asked for and obtained an 
adjournment upon the ground that they were going to effect a 
compromise. On the day fixed they appeai-ed again and put in a 
compromise, embodying certain terms, except as to interest and 
costs, and the Court was asked to pass a decree in terms of the 
compromise, and also to give its own directions on the question 
of interest and costs. Accordingly, the Subordinate Judge, who 
heard the'suit, passed a decree in accordance with the compromise, 
and also gave certain directions on the question of interest and 
costs. 


That decree has been appealed from It is contended, in 
the first place, that such a compromise as the parties entered 
into could not be recognized by the Court, having regard to the 
provisions of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Relief Act, and section 
12 is relied upon. No doubt, under the latter part of that section, 
if the amount of the claim is admitted, and the Court, for 
reasons to be recorded by it in writing, believes that the admission 
is true and was made by the debtor with full knowledge of his 
■ rights as against the creditor, the Court is not bound to 
s ai)L account as directed by the previous promsions of the 
But the portion of the section, which is relied upon by 
l^ant, applies where the debtor, appearing before the 
VOT the creditor’s claim, admits it. That is different 
There is nothing in the language of section 

'wWeh ekjiressly^ deprives ,, 

tlllMlli-lMsIliaii! M Ail'i 
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the parties to a suit of the power of entering into a 
compromise and of having that compromise recorded under 
section 875 of the old Civil Procedure Code^ which is 
the same as Order 23, Rule 3, of the Code now in force. 
Here it cannot he said that it was a case of mere admission by the 
defendant of the claim. What the Court was asked to do was 
not indeed to pass a decree on any admission of the defendant, 
but to make one in terms of the compromise which, after trial 
c|mmeiiced, had been deliberately entered into by the parties* 
A compromise means the settlement of a disputed claim. This 
view is supported by the decision of this Court in Gan^adliar 
Sakkmrm v Mahadn Santaji^^^ where it was said : — If a creditor 
and debtor cannot define their mutual lelations by the mediation 
of persons in whom they have confidence, still less should they 
be allowed to do so unaided, and thus the settlement of accounts 
would be no settlement unless made by a Court, The foundation 
would thus be laid for universal litigation, but this is so generally 
disapproved that it cannot without an express declaration be 
supposed to have formed a part of the policy of the legislature 
in this particular instance.’^ And then the Oourb went on to 
observe that the Code of Civil Procedure and the Dekkhan 
Agriculturists’ Relief Act being within the territorial range of the 
latter, Statutes in pari matena must be construed together so as 
to give effect, so far as possible, to the provisions of each/’ 

That decision has remained undisturbed and unquestioned as 
law. There have been several amendments of the Act since that 
decision was reported, and yet the legislature has left it 
untouched. 

It was next argued, however, that this compromise had not 
been consented to by the appellant ; that what was pub in wasi, 
merely a fimlm of his pleader and that the pleader had no 
authority, express or implied, to give such a consent But, as 
was held by this Court in a recent case, Bcmangoimla v Glrnnhigin^^ 
where a party complains that a compromise effected in his 
name by his pleader was unauthorized, he must move the Court 
to cancel all that has been done and to revive the suit. Here no 
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1910* stepB for that purpose, as required by law, have been taken, and 

toAJi we are asked to set aside the compromise on a ground raised for 

tolpArr. the first time before us while we are concerned with only an 

appeal. The lower Court was not askod to determine whether 
it had been misled in the way that it is said to have been in 
consequence of the alleged want of authority in the appellant^s 
pleader to eflfect the compromise. 

On the question of interest, it is entirely a matter of discretion 
and we do not think there is any reason in law or equity im 
interfere with the Courtis award. The decree is confirmed with 
costs, without prejudice to the right, if any, of the appellant to 
have the compromise set aside on the ground of fraud. 

Decree confirmed^ 

E. E. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 



im 

1 April 4. 


Before Sir Basil ScoUt Kt.y Chief JustiGCi and Mr. Justice Batchelor. 
NAEAYAN SHEIDHAE DATE (oEioinfAn DrrBNBAEr), Appebiaot, v. 
PANDUEANGr BAPUJI DATE {oumimii Plaintipp), Eesponpbkt.^ 



Mmdu Wills Act (XXJ of 1870)) sections 2 and B — Didian Succession Act 
{X of 1865)) section 187 — Administrator- Qenerars Act {II of 1874)) sec- 
tion 36 — W%U made in Bomhaj/ — Fro^ertp worth less than Bs. 1,000-— 
Prohate — Admbmtrator- QeneraTs certificate. 

A will mad© in Bombay 5s subject to the provisions of the Hindu WiEs Act 
(YXI of 1870) and a i)erson claiming as a legatee under the will is not entitled 
to sue without taking out probate as he would bo bound by section 187 of the 
Indian Succession Act (X of 1865) which is incorporated in the Hindu Wills 
(XXI of 1870). 

1 1*1 The provision of the Administrator-GeneraFs Act (II of 1874) is not alfeoted 
the incoipoiation m the Hindu Wills Act (XXI of 1870) of section 187 of 
Indian Succession Act(X of 1865). 

^ appeal from the decision of S. S. Wagle, First Class 

^ Judge of Th^na, with Appellate Powers, confirming 

• SwbkI Appeal JsFo. 558 of 1908» 
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the decree of D. D. Ooopex'^ Second Otas Subordinate Judge of 
Panvel . 

One Radliabai, a Hindu widoWj resided at Panvel in the 
Th^na District for several years and was possessed of some 
moveable and immoveable property at that place. On the 1st 
September 1837^ she made a will in favour of Karayan Shridhar 
Date in whose house she lesided at Panvel. Subsequently she 
set out on a pilgrimage to holy places and on her way back to 
Panvel she put up with her brother Pandurang Bapuji Date 
at Bombay. While living with her brother at Bombay, Radha- 
bai became ill and died on the 25th September 1903 after having 
made a will, dated the 23rd September 1903, Under the will 
she bequeathed her property to her brother the said Pandurang 
Bapuji Date. As the property comprised in the will was less 
than Rs. 1,000 in value, the legatee applied to the Adminis** 
trator-General of Bombay for a certificate of administration 
under section 36 of the Administrator-Generars Act (II of 1874), 
The Administrator-General held the necessary inquiry and 
granted a certificate to Pandurang Bapuji Date, the legatee, on 
the 16th December 1903. Subsequently the said Narayan 
Shridhar Date relying upon a certified copy of the wfill made in 
his favour by the deceased Radhabai on the 1st September 1897 
applied to the Administrator-General to withdraw the certificate 
granted to Pandurang Bapuji Date, and the Administrator- 
General on the 25th April 1905 refused to withdraw the grant. 

On the strength of the certificate granted by the Adminis- 
trator-General, Pandurang Bapuji Date filed a suit against the 
said Narayan Shridhar Date for the recovery of Radhabai^s 
assets in his possession. 

The defendant contended infer alia that the plaintiff had no# 
obtained probate of Radhabai^s will, that the plaintiff derived 
no title under the said will and that ho, the defendant, was the 
sola legatee under Eadhabai’s will, dated the 1st September 1897. 

The Subordinate Judge found that under the certificate 
panted by the Administrator-General the plaintiff was entitled 
|l |0 recover the whole of Radhaba^s property in the defendants 
possession and he passed the decree accordingly. 

at (ft " 
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The defendant having appealed^ the District Judge remanded 
the case for the purpose of recording evidence in support of the 
will relied on “by the plaintiS. The Subordinate Judge^, there- 
upon, sent for the will from the office ot the Administrator- 
General and having recorded evidence of the attesting witnesses 
found that the plaintiff had proved the due execution of the will 
and passed the same decree as before. 

On appeal by the defendant the Appellate Court found that 
the will was duly proved and that the plaintiff was entitled to 
sue without obtaining probate. The decree of the first Court 
was, therefore, confirmed. 

The defendant preferred a second appeal 

If. K Bhat for the appellant (defendant) Radhabai made 
the will in Bombay, therefore, it is governed by the Hindu 
Wills Act. Under section 2 of that Act., section 187 of the 
Indian Succession Act is incorporated in it. Section 187 of the 
Indian Succession Act is imperative. Under that section it was 
hecessary for the plaintiff to obtain probate to establish his 
right under the will. The certificate granted by the Adminis- 
trator-General is of no avail. The plaintiff's suit must therefore 
fail. The lower Oouit has relied upon the decision in Shaik 
Moosa V. Skaik But the parties to that suit were 

Mahomedans who are not governed by the Hindu Wills Act. 

G. B. Mele for the respondent (plaintiff) : — The property com- 
prised in the will being less than Rs. 1,000 in value we were 
entitled to obtain a certificate of administration under section 3G 
5 of the Administrator-General’s Act. Section 5 of the Hindu 
< ^^Wills Act exempts .the Administrator-General from the operation 
of that Act. Further the certificate granted by the Adminis- 
*trator-General has universal application. It was, therefore, 
f^^ot necessary for us to obtain probate. The certificate of the 
; •’Afiministrator-General gives us title to the property comprised 
will. 
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Scott, C, J. :-^The only question that we have to decide in 
this case is whether the certificate of the Administrator-General 
granted to the plaintifi entitles him to sue for possession of the 
plaint property without taking out prohate of the will under 
which he claimed as legatee — a will which was made in Bombay 
and is therefore subject to the provisions of the Hindu Wills Act. 

If the certificate of the Administrator-Geneial did not entitle 
him to sue without taking out probate he would be bound by 
section 187 of the Indian Succession Act which is incorporated 
in the Hindu Wills Act to take out probate before he could 
establish his right as a legatee. 

The certificate of the Administrator* General was granted 
under section 36 of the Administrator-GeneraFs Act which states 
that in cases where the Adininistrator-Geneial is satisfied that 
the assests do not exceed one thousand rupees in value, he may, 
if he thinks fit, if requested to do so by writing, under the 
hand of the executor or the widow or other person entitled to 
administer the effects of the deceased, grant to any person 
claiming otherwise than as a creditor, to be entitled to a share of 
such assests, ceitificates under his hand, entitling the claimant to 
receive the property therein mentioned, belonging to the estate 
of the deceased, for \alue not exceeding in the whole one 
thousand rupees/^ 


That provision, we think, implies that the certificate when 
granted will as a matter of law entitle the claimant to receive 
the property. That that piovision of the Administrator- 
GeneraFs Act is not affected by the incorporation in the Hindu 
Wills Act of the section 187 of the Succession Act, is clear from 
section 5 of the Hindu Wills Act which provides that Nothing 
contained in this Act shall affect the rights, duties and privileges 
of the Administrators-General of Bengal, Madras and Bombay, 
fespectively.^^ 

The plaintiff therefore was entitled to maintain this suit. We 
confirm the decree of the lower Court and dismiss the appeal 
with costs. 

Decree confirmed* 


i 


a. B, B. 
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Befme Sir Banl ScoU, , Clmi Justice, and Mi Justice Batchelor, 

11)10. VITHAPPA bin ZASHA HEGDE and oiHBrs (oeicin^b Pbaintiits), 
ApnllO, Appellants, v. SWITRI kom GAKAPBHATTA ilND A5vOinEE 

(OEIGII5AL DBPENBANTfe), BpsPOKBrNTS,*^ 

Mindii Law — Mitalshaia — Lauglitas inheriting poverty fron their 
father — Shares sepamts and ahbolute — Tenanh-m^eonmon 

In tlie Bombay Presidency a daugiitor taling piopoifey iiom bor fatlici 
inlients it as sindlian and daiigbters take their shaies separately and 
absolutely. 

When the piopcity so inhciitedns not physicalh dm led, it is held by 
the daiighteis as tenants-in-common and not as joint tenants and there is no 
snr/lvorship between them. 

In cases affecting mheiitaiice the inle is to adhere to the decisions ol the 
Couit to vhich the di&tiict fiom which the case arose is subject 

Second appeal from the decision of T. Walker^ District Judge 
of Kanara^ reversing the decree of K- G. Kittuib Suboidinate 
Judge of Hoiiavar. 

Suit to recover Rs. 65 as balance of I’ent. 

One Vishnu who owned the land in suit died leaving him 
surviving two daughters^ Kuppi and Savitri. Kuppi was 
r;; ' married to Kama Pledge and she died In or about the year 1899 

' " leaving her surviving her husband Rama. Tn the year 1907 

Rama Hegde brought the present suit against Kappabhatta 
Vishnubhatta^ the tenant of the land, as defendant 1 and against 
Savitri, '“as defendant 2 to recover a share in the rent which 
i devolved on him as heir or his wife Kuppi, deceased. 

? ] . Defendant 1 denied the plaintifi^s right to recover the rent. 

il. ' . Defendant 2 contended inter aha that plaintifi’s wife Kuppi 

B . WM not entitled to a share in the estate of her father, she 
1 ?-.l3»Ting been well off and possessed of moveable and immoveable 
i';^]^^ty; while the defendant belonged to a poor family and 
1 '.^ to inherit in preference to the plaintiff^s wife. 

!, ■V-‘^SeodBa Appeal No. of 1909» ^ 
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While the snit was pending the plaintiff Kama Hegde died 
and his nephews were brought on the record as his legal 
representatives* 

The Subordinate J udge found that both Kuppi and Savitri 
were the heirs to their father. Ho, thox^eforo, allowed the claim, 

On appeal by defendant 2 the Distinct Judge reversed the 
decree and dismissed the suit on the ground that Kuppfs right 
of heirship passed to her sister Savitri by survivorship. 

The plaintiffs preferred a second appeal, 

S. S, JPailcu for the appellants (plaintiffs) : — The lower Court 
was wrong in holding that Savitii took by survivorship the 
interest of Kuppi. Under Hindu Law in the Bombay Pre- 
sidency the daughter succeeds to an absolute and several estate 
in her father^s immoveable property; Hmibhat v. Damoiar* 
hha0^. It is laid down in BulaUdas v. KenliavlaW^ that in 
the Bombay Presidency the daughters take not only absolute 
but several estates. The rule, however, is different in Bengal 
and Madras. The remarks of Mr. Melvill, J., ai’e very apposite : 

This is the view which appears to have generally been taken 
by the Shastris and to have commended itself to the learned 
authors of West and Buhler's Digest and it is certainly a far 
more convenient lule than that of regarding as joint tenants 
two or more daughters who have married into different famiHesd^ 
The ruling in Hindalm v. Anaeliarya^^ relates to sisters and 
appx’oves of the decision in JIanlliatY, Damodafhhaf^^\ West 
and Buhler in their Digest of Hindu Law at page 106 lay down 
that daughters take in the Bombay Presidency separate inteiests 
excluding the right of survivorship contrary to the rule applied 
in Bengal and Madras. There is, however, a Privy Council 
ruling in Raja Cheliham Tenlayyamma Qam v. Raya Chelihmi 
Venhaiaramamyyamma^^^ which might be relied on by the other 
side. The remarks at page 166 favour the opposite contention, but 
that was a case from Madras where daughters take only a life 
estate and the law there is quite different as laid down in 
BulaMdas v. Keskavhl^^\ But the said Privy Council case is 

(x) (1$78) S Bom. i71. (1878) 8 Bom. 171. 

m (18S1) 6 Bom. 85. (5) (1902) 29 I. A. 156. 

(3) (1890/ 15 Bom. 206. (6) (IbSI) G Bom. 85. 
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explained in Hai Jiidhmni v. KmMvhl Manehod In 
logesmar Naram JDea v. Bam Chanim J)ut0'^ the Privy Council 
have laid down that the principle o£ joint tenancy is unknown to 
Hindu Law except in the case of a coparcenary between 
members of an undivided family. See also Kanpj)ai WaeMar 
V. Sanharanarayana CTieUy^^, In the Vyavahar Mayukhaj 
Chapter IV, Section 8, para 10 (Stokes^ Hindu Law Books, page 
86) it is laid down following the text of Manu that If there be 
more daughters than one then they are to divide (the estate) 
and take (each a share).^' This shows that the daughters take 
an absolute and several estate. Though this case is gov’ernod 
by the Mitakshara, it is laid down in Bkagwan Viihoha 
V. Wafulai^^^ that it is a well established rule of the Bombay 
High Court that where the Mitakshara is silent and obscure, 
the Court must, generally speaking, invoke the aid of the 
Vyavahar Mayukha to interpret it and harmonize both the 
works so far as that is reasonably possible. 


W. A, Shiveshamrhar for respondent 1 (defendant 2) :--The 
cases cited were governed by the Mayukha and not by the 
Mitakshara. The present case is governed by the Mitakshara 
and it must be decided according to the interpretation of the 
Mitakshara as laid down by the Privy Council in Baja Cheliham 
Venhayy amma Garu v. Baja Gliehhmi Venhataramarnyyamma^^K 
At page 165 their Lordships say that widows succeed jointly, 
so also daughters. We rely also on Anmtftolall Bose v. 
Rajoneehant Mitter^^, The present case is governed by the 
Mitakshara and it must be decided according to the interpre- 
tation put upon the Mitakshara by the Privy Council. 
Further this case comes from Kanara which, at the beginning of 
the last century formed part of the Madras Presidency. There- 
, fore cases under the Mayukha would not apply. 

Batlaf in reply — The law in Madras is quite different. 
There the daughters take only a life-interest like the widows 
md are therefore placed by the Privy Council on the same 
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footing. But as laid down in BnlaMidag t. KesMvlal^^ tile 
law in tho Bombay Presidency is quite different. It is laid 
down in a ease from Dharwar governed by the Mitakshara 
that a daughter takes an absolute estate in the property 
inherited from her father Qulappa JDoMngappa v. Tarawa 
Kempmna^. The Mayukha is quite clear and according to 
Bhagwan Yithoha v. Waruhai where the Mitakshara is 
silent or obscure, the Court should invoke the aid of the 
Mayukha. 

Scott, 0. J. : — The question in this appeal is whether the 
plaintiff or the second defendant was the person entitled as 
landlord to receive rent from the first defendant for property 
of which the latter was a mulgetii tenant. 

The last male owner of the property had two daughters, 
Kuppi and Savitri. Kuppi was married to Earn Hegde. The 
heirs of Kuppi's husband, Ram Hegde, are plaintiffs in this case. 
Savitri is the second defendant. 

It is contendod that on Kuppi’s death Savitri acquired her 
interest in the property by survivorship. This contention is 
based upon c.rtain Madras decisions of which the latest is to be 
found in Raja Chelihani Venhagyanitm Gan v. Ra^a Chehhani 
Venkataramanaygamma^^^^ from which it appears that according 
to the Mitakshara, as interpreted by the Madras High Court, 
daughters inheriting from their father take jointly and do not 
take absolute interests in separate shares. 

In the Bombay Presidency, however, it has long been held 
that a daughter taking property from her father inherits it as 
sir'dkan and it follows that two daughters taking from their 
father take their shares separately and absolutely. 

The result is that where property so inherited has not been 
physically divided it is held by them as tenants-in-eommon and 
* not as joint tenants and between them there can be no 
^ survivorship. 

a) (1881) 6 Bom* 85. (3) (1908) 32 Bom. 300. 

(^} (1907) 9 Bom. L. B, (4) (1902) 29 I. A. 156. 
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Ifc has been urged on behalf of the respondent that we ought 
to follow the rulings applicable to the Madras Presidency, 
because this case comes from Kanara which, at the beginning of 
the last century, formed part of the Madras Presidency. 

The rule, however, which has been always followed in cases * 
affecting the inheritance of property under Hindu Law is to 
adhere to the decisions of the Court to which the district from 
which the case arose is subject j and it has not been contended 
that in the district of North Kanara any different rule has 
been laid down by the Bombay High Court from that which 
applies to the rest of the Presidency in the case of property 
inherited by daughters from their father. 

We, therefore, think that the District Judge has come to an 
erroneous conclusion in holding that the second defendant 
succeeded by survivorship to the interest of her sister in the 
property in suit. 

We reverse the decree of the District Court and restore that 
of the Subordinate Judge. 

The defendant No. 2 must pay the costs of this appeal and 
of the lower appellate Court. 


Decree reversed. 


G. B. B. 
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Before Ifr. Jnstue Beamcin* 

AHMED SULEMAN JUMANI and anotiifb (Plain ttpbs) 

«N BHAG WANDAS VJSEAM & Co. (DrFMDANTs),^ 

Smt for partnership accomib---Li,nitaUo% Act (J\ of 1^08) Art 100 
jSpeafic asset? realised within period of limitation 

If A suit for general pnitner'^liip «M'counfs and % slaic m pirtnersbip profits 
is itself baired, tlio plaintifi m such a suit cannot 1 e allowed to proceed specii- 
lathely a£,aiBst any and e\ejv paitneiship asset -^hich may haie been realised 
by til© defendant aftei dissolution and ithin tlio peiiod of limitation. 

Merwanp Bormi/sji Bvdowji Biiijorjiii) distinguished. 

Ok 7tli November 1903, the plaintiffs entered into an agreement 
with the defendants to carry on a Commission Agency and 
brokerage bu^^iness in partnership till 7th November 1904. 
The partnership was actually dissolved on or about Sth October 
1904. This suit was filed by the plaintiffs on 7th November 1907 
for the taking of paitnership accounts and the payment of their 
share of the assets. The defendants in theii wiifcten statement 
raised the defence {intir aha) that the suit was barred by 
limitation. 

Bmai witli fJmiali for the plaintiffs — • 

If the date mentioned in the agreement bo taken as the date 
of dissolutioib the suit is not barred. Further, clause 9 of the 
agreement provided that the partner4iip accounts were to be 
made up on the expiration of 13 months, namely on 9th 
December 1904 ; so that time should be deemed to run from 
that date. In any case, even if it is held that this suit is barred, 
the plaintiff should be allowed to recover such outstandings as 
were realised by the defendants after dissolution and within 
the period of limitation. 

See Kno«i JDa^al v* Ileiwa^Jz v. 

^ Oiigmal Suit Ko. 882 of 1907. 

(1) (1882) 0 Bom. G28. ( 2 ) (m72) U K. 5 H. L 050. 

0) (IS75) 12 B. H. 0. 97. 
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Beaman, d. :~I think one of the preliminary objections taken, by 
the defendants pi ovos fatal to the plaintiffs’ present claim. Mr. 
Desai, who has argued the case for the plaintiffs, admits that he is 
not in a position to call any further evidence upon the question of 
fact when the partnership was dissolved. The Court must, 
therefore, come to its conclusion on that point upon the papers 
which Mr. Wadia for the defendants has put in. The Court has 
the agreement, an advertisement, and a letter (Exhibits 3, 2 and 
3). According to the agieement it would appear that the 
intention of the parties, when the paitnership was formed in IffftS, 
was that it should last till 7th November 1901 with a month 
over in which to collect outstandings and settle all accounts. 
The advertisement to which the first plaintiff is himself a party 
and the letter of April 1907, written on behalf of the second 
plaintiff, prove conclusively that as a matter of fact, the 
partnership was dissoved at the latest hy the 19th October 1004. 
That being so, I see no escape from the conclusion that this suit, 
which was brought for a partnership account and share in 
partnership profits on the 7th of November 1907 is clearly time- 
barred. Article 1 06 of the second Schedule of the Limitation Act 
enacts that where a suit is, as this suit is, for taking partnership 
accounts or share in partnership profits, the date from which 
limitation begins to run is the dissolution of the partnership. 
The plaintiffs apparently laid considerable stress upon the 
agreement contained in clause 9 of Exhibit 1, which they appear 
to think extended, as between the parties themselves, the 
duration of the partnership by one month beyond the date, 
whatever that date may have been upon which it was actually 
and in fact dissolved. But I am unable to accede to any such 
argument. It partners make an agreement of that sort between 


^ihemselves, it appears to me that the only effect which could be 
. given to it is that, assuming the partnership lasted up to the 
''*^"*4t^plateff date, neither party could press the other for 
until the added grace period had expired. But 
has to do with the law of limitation, or how it can 
fbe period allowed by the Limitation Aot^ 

r|p<Jerstand. In this view of the caibul 
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it appears to me too clear to admit of serious argument that the 
plaintiSs^ claim is time-barred. But they have strenuously 
contended that although so much of their claim, ‘as relates to the 
taking a general partnership account, may, upon that view of the 
law, be time-barred, they are at least entitled to ask for a share 
of any outstandings recovered by the defendants after the Hh 
of November 1904 and within the period of limitation applying 
to a suit for moneys had and received. In support of that 
contention I have been lefericd to Knoa^v, DaQjal Jairaj 

v. Khatav LadhuS^ and Merwmiji But after 

giving those cases careful consideration I am unable to see that 
they do sustain the plaintiffs^ contention. 

Tn Ba^al v. Khatav^^\ which was decided by Mr. Justice 
Green, the suit was not for a general partnership account at all. 
The learned Judge there referred, with approval, to the opinions 
of three of the learned law Lords who decided K'UQ(S v. 

And Latham, J., in giving judgment in v. 

rests upon the decision of Green, J, quoting his excerpts from the 
decision of their Lordships in Xnoix} v. Gye^^K But in Merwanji 
V, Rn8iomji^^\ it appears to me that the facts ai'e again easily 
distinguishable from the facts in this case. There, it is true, the 
suit was by an ex-partner against a former partner in a firm, 
which had been dissolved, to share in a definite sum of money 
which the defendant appeals to have admitted to be a partnciship 
asset I and no doubt there are observations, both in the judgment 
of Latham, J, and in the judgments of their Lordships of appeal 
in Knosji} v. which may appear on the first reading to^ lend 

some colour to the plaintiffs^ contention that where a suit for 
general partnership accounts is barred, the plaintiffs may yet bo 
allowed to proceed as for moneys had and received in respect of 
any outstanding partnership assets which have come into the 
defendants^ hands within the period of limitation. I am very 
doubtful myself whether taking the decision in Knox v. 
as a whole and keeping it strictly to its own facts, it can be 

(1) (1S72) I;. 11 5 H. L. 656. (2) (1875) 12 B. H. C. 9T. 

{^) (1882) 0 Bom. 028, 
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lej^itimately used to support the reasoning and conclusion which 

Awm subsequently Tbeen based upon it# As a matter of fact the 

Louis of Appeal in that ease found that the suit by an executor 
Biue'WAsrois of a deceased partner against a surviving partner was time-baircd. 

AjjB Go* Much of their Loidships^ reasoning and arguments no doubt turn 
upon the fact that the surviving partner had received a sum of 
X<i>500 as a partnership asset more than six years after the partner- 
ship had been dissolved and, standing alone, no doubt within 
the period of limitation* But it appeal's to me that excepting some 
observations by Lord Hatherley, the gist of the decision, at any 
rate of the majority, was that that fact alone would not remove 
the bar of limitation which had been interposed by the lapse of 
six years since the partnership was dissolved. Nor, speaking with 
all respect for any observations or opinions of other learned Judges 
who may seem to favour a contrary view, am I able to understand 
how, if a suit for general partnership accounts and a share in 
partnership profits is itself barred, the plaintiff in such a suit 
ean be allowed to proceed speculatively against any and every 
partnership asset which may have been realized by the defendant 
after dissolution and within the periotl of limitation. In such a 
suit, it seems to me, questions would inevitably arise which could 
not be resolved without opening up the whole partnership account. 
It appear^ to me that allowing the plaintiffs to pursue such a 
course, might result in real hardship and great injustice to the 
defendants* I have said that this case is clearly distinguishable 
On its own facts from tbe authorities I have just been discussing. 
There is not a word in the plaint asking for any relief of the 
kind which the plaintiffs now think the Court should grant them. 
The plaintiffs nc\er so much as allege that any assets have been 
recovered after November 1904* All their specific prayers are 
prayers proper to a suit of the kind they really meant to bring, 
prayers, that is to say, for a general partnex'ship account, to be 
given their share of any partnership profits which such an 
^ a^unt might disclose and that the defendants should bear the 
4Pl®^of resisting them in this suit. Since that is so and I am quite 
j . cJ^t that the suit is time-harred, I feel unable to accede to the 
-- plaintiffs’ alternative contention that they should now beMlowed. 
to convert; this defective plaint into a plaint merely for ffiq' 



VOL. XXXIV.] 


BOMBAY SBRIES. 


ol9 


recovery of money b had and received on their acscouat by the 
defendants subsequently to November 7th^ 1904. 

This being my view, I must dismiss the plaintiflFs^ sxiit with all 
costs upon them, including costs reserved, if any, 

Sidt dlsimsseS. 

Attorneys for the plaintifls: Mesvsrs Ta^aljbj Da^ahJiai ^ €o» 
Attorneys for the defendants * Messrs. ThahonlaB *5’ Oq 

K.VIcL 
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Befon Sir Basil Scotl, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr* Justice Batchelor. 

JOSHI NARBADASHANKAR HtJBJIVAN, AppLiLANr A^n Dbibtoant, 1910. 
p. MA THU RADAS GOKULDAS am-d AKornEB, Elsx^ootbots and Jmmp 
PLONTirrs * 

Contract— ‘ Wagering — Intention of the parties — Bayment of 
differences — Contract Act (JX of 187 ^), s, d7. 

Tlieie ib no authority for the piopositiou that, because under the teiuis of a 
contract au obligation to pay oi receive dihereiKes may aiise on the happening 
of a particulai event, the eontxaot is void as a wager if that event does not 
happen. Such a lesult would be ineousi stout with the pimciplo undei tying 
section 57 ot the Conti act Act, 

This was a suit for damages for breach of contract. The 
plaintiffs alleged that by certain contracts entered into on 26th 
and 27th October 190S, the defendant agreed to purchase from 
the plaintiflPs 800 tons of Rangoon rice, delivery to be taken of 
400 tons between 22nd February and 7th Alarch 1909, and of 
the remaining 400 tons between 2Srd Alarch and 5th April 1909. 

On the due dates delivery orders v/ere forwarded to the 
defendant, but the latter refused to take delivery. As a result 
the plaintiffs sold the rice by auction and an aggregate loss of 
Bs. 12,605-6-9 was sustained. The plaintiffs now claimed this 
sum as damages. 

^ Oiiginal Suit Ho. 356 of 1909. 

Appeal Ho. 23 of 1909. ^ i 
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The defendant in his written statement admitted the contracts, 
Tbnt alleged that they were by way of wagering on the fluctuation 
of the market pricea^and that payment of differences only was 
contemplated by the parties, there being no intention to give or 
take delivery. He further contended that even if the contracts 
were genuine, the plaintiffs had committed a breach by not 
sending the delivery orders in time according to the practice and 
usage of the market. 

The chief issue raised was whether the contracts were by way 
of wagering or not. 


The following was the judgment of Mr. Justice Beaman in the 
Court below : — 


This is a suit to recover on certain forward contracts for the 
purchase of rice, the due dates of which were the Fagun and 
Ghaitar Vaidas of 1965 corresponding with Fehruary-March, 
and March- April 1909. The plaintiff’s contention is that 
the defendant refused to take delivery as the market had gone 
against him; consequently the plaintiff' sold the goods at his 
risk and on his account ; and now claims the diff’erence between 
the contract and the market rate. A preliminary difficulty was 
settled hy plaintiff consenting to accept certain, rates as the 
measure of damages What was realised at the sales and whether 
or not the sales were lon&fide and properly conducted becomes 
of no further consequence. 


The defence is two fold : (1) General, that the contracts were 
wagering contracts. (2) That in respect of the contracts for the 
Fagun Vaida the plaintiff was in fault for not giving the 
defendant the delivery orders in time. Under the rules of the 
Eiee Merchants Association tho plaintiff was bound to do this 
before 4 pm. on a certain day, whereas in fact he did not do so 


till about fifteen minutes later. The latter defence is inconsistent 
^Vith the former. For it implies that the contracts wore genuine. 
That defence could not be available to the defendant, if his 
pmcipal defence is true that under other rules of the said 
Ifsoeiation the contracts were plainly wagering contracts, and 
W^e known and intended to be so, on both sides. However, I 
do not say that the defendant is not entitled to mu,ke ad. 
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alternative case of this kind. I merely point out rhat doing so^ 
weakens his position in his main defence. For amongst other 
criteria of what is and what is not a wagering contract the 
conduct of the parties is not the least important. I intimated to 
the defendant that I did not think there was anything in his 
second line of defence. This was after hearing the evidence 
upon it. Considering his general defence and all the circum- 
stances of the Cdse^ I thinks no Court would favour a contention 
of this kind which is purely technical. And being as it is in 
doubt, to put it most favourably to the defendant^ the Court 
would not be too anxious to scrutinize the lapse of a minute or 
two, while it would be ready to doubt the accuracy of the 
defendant's clock (even assuming his evidence to be more 
trustworthy on this point than it is) and lean in favour of the 
evidence for the plaintiff which is at least as good and proves 
that the tender of delivery orders was well within the prescribed 
time. If the defendant had been an honest dealer, if the contracts 
were genuine (it does not follow that they were not because 
the defendant was a dishonest dealer) I do not think that 
he, the defendant, would have raised a technical defence of this 
kind at all, binging as it does on a variation in time of a few 
minutes only, the lapse of which could not really have injured 
him in any way. Some such considerations I intimated, as I 
have said, to defendant's learned counsel who, in deference to the 
Courtis view, did not further press this point. I may add that 
on the evidence as it stands I should have had no hesitation in 
finding that the delivery orders were tendered in time, and, 
therefore, as a matter of fact, this defence failed. 


1910. 


JOSHI 

Nabbaba* 

SliATOAE 

Mathtjea- 

DAS. 


Tlie general defence splits into two parts. 


B'irst, it Is contended that as these contracts were made under 
the rales of the Kice Merchants Association, and as some of 
those rules at any rate have all the appearance of having been 
framed to permit and encourage wagering contracts, any contract 
admittedly made under them must be deemed to be affected with 
this taint, as possibly referable in certain circumstances to the 
f-hieh appear to recognize mere wagers. 
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Second, ifc is contended that wliether or no any and all eon« 
tracts made under these rules aie wagering contracts, these 
contracts certainly were and that to the knowledge and within 
the intention of both parties. 

The case of Chap^ey v, G4l and CoS^\ which was decided by a 
Bench of this High Court, certainly appears to lend some colour 
to the first contention. With %11 humility I confess that 1 am 
unable to follow the reasoning of the learned Judges in that casa 
It was decided under the rules of the Cotton A«*sociation One 
of those rules provided that on the happening of certain events 
contracts were to be settled in a particular way In the case 
beiore it those events had happened and consequently the 
questions in issue between the parties fell to be decided under 
that paiticular rule The learned Judges thought that the lule 
contemplated wageiing, and so refused to give eftect to it. 
Doubtless that decision is capable of some such extension as the 
defendant now wishes to give it. But 1 do not feel that this is 
necessarily so, or that in dealing with other contracts made under 
a different sot of rules I am bound to accept as binding ■what is 
after all only an inferential extension of a more or less conjectured 
principle. If the defendant's contention on this point is sound, 
then e\ery contract made under the rules of the Rice Merchants 
Association would be a wagering contract, because, in certain 
cii'cumstances, any one of them might be settled under one or 
Other of tho-je rules which have, to say no more, a suspicious 
appearance of having been framed to permit of wagering* But 
it cannot he doubted that an immense volume of genuine trade 
is carried on under those rules, and such a decision, as I am now 
asked to give, would prove disastrous to the whole rice business 
of this city. 


What is a wagering contract is a question which is constantly 
coming before the Courts It may therefore be worth while 
« io resume the leading authorities very briefly, and extract from 
m, if possible, a principle capable of universal practical 
Ikation, 
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The foundatiott of our decisions was laid in the two English 
cases: In re Gieve^^^ and Unwetml Stock Bxehmqe Ltd. v. 
StraeJian^^h In this Court we have Tod v. Lalhmdac^, in which 
Farran, 'J., laid down a rule, since much commented on, that a 
contract is a wagering contract only where it was the intention 
of both parties under no circumstances either to take or give 
delivery to or from each other. 

Then followed MoUlal v. Govhidram^^\ in which Batchelor, J., 
doubted whether the rule laid down by Farran, J., was not perhaps 
too broadly expressed, and added observations upon the manner 
in which Courts were to deal with questions of this kind. This 
was followed again by Davar, J., in substantially the same terms, in 
ffnrmuMrai v. Harotamdast^^K Universal Storl Lsaehanrje v, 
Sievens^^'^ appears to be an exception to the rule which now finds 
general favour, for there possibilities implied in the form of the 
contract appear to have been allowed to override a strict determi- 
nation of the real intention of the parties, and therefore of the 
real nature of the transaction. The reason of decision in lorgel 
V. Ostigny^'> is simple. The appellant there was held to be the 
respondent’s agent ; although the respondent might have gained 
or lost, as the shares he was dealmg in rose or fell, the appellant 
would not. He was to be remunerated by a fixed commission, 
and, therefore, in the opinion of their Lordships of the Appeal 
Court, there was no wager between the parties to that suit. It 
might be doubted whether assuming that the respondent had 
been gambling with third parties, and the appellant knew it, the 
appellant could have succeeded under the terms of Bombay Act 
III of 1865. 

Speaking broadly, however, the authorities appear to me to 
create no difficulty. I think that the dictum of Farran, J., subjected 
to rigorous analysis, will be found to be perfectly correct. I 
believe that before a Court can hold a contract, on the face of it 
genuine, or at any rate not clearly wagering as the contract in 
fe Gieve’I^ was, to be a wagering contract, the Court must 
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(1) [1899] 1 Q. B. 79i. 

(2) [1896] A. 0. 166 

* (1892) 16 Bom. m »t p. 445. 
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(i) (1905) 80 Bora. 83, 
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be satisfied that the iatention of the parties was in no circnm* 
stances either to give or take delivery- 

But this intention is not to be confounded with capacity. A 
party may be able to fulfil a contract and yet have no intention 
whatever of doing so. I am not to be understood as in any way 
dissenting from the judgments of Batchelor^ J., and Davar, J, 
Bather I may say that in my opinion both these judgments contain 
an admirable exposition of the processes by which a Court has to 
arrive at the true intention of the parties, while both of those 
learned Judges appear to me to say, in no uncertain tones, that it 
is the intention of the parties and that alone that is to be ascertain- 
ed and made the decisive factor. But I think that although these 
judgments are unexceptionable as far as they go, they leave a 
point, or possibly more than one point, in some uncertainty. 

Where both parties are wagering and that can be clearly ascer- 
tained, no difficulty is likely to be met. About the best way of 
ascertaining whether both parties were wagering, notwithstanding 
the form in which they have embodied their contracts, there can 
again be little or no difficulty. But there is a class of eases and a 
common class of eases, which does not seem to have attracted the 
attention of the learned Judges who have so far dealt in this 
Court with the general question. 

I mean eases in u Inch one party A may be doing a large doner 
fide business, while the other party B may he a pure gambler, 
and doing no legitimate bu'^iness at all. The form of the contract 
may be perfectly proper. A may be ready and able to fulfil his 
part of the contract. Yet I conceive that if B is really gamblino' 
and if A knows that he is gambling, whatever is to be said of the 
character of the rest of A's business, in his contracts with B he 
would be gambling as much as B. Surely he would fall within 
the provisions of Bombay Act III of 1865. 


And these are precisely the cases which give rise to the most 
teous difficulty. It is no answer to B’s contention that the con- , 
was a wagcr, for A to say I had the goods and could have 
my contract, or, I had the money and could have 


of the goods from you. That is not really the 
<|«esti(Ki>ai:^l*; jFpr coming baek to Farran,J-’s rule, we: shall. 
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have to decide whelher, in all the ciren instances of the 
patticnlar case^ A intended to give or take delivery of the goods 
covered by that paiticnlar contract. And the broad universal prin- 
ciple •will then require re-statement in a slightly enlarged 
form. If A usually an honest dealer knew that B was a pure 
gambler, then any contract which he made with B with that know- 
ledge would be a contract in furtherance of wagering and would 
fall within the scope oi Bombay Act III of 1865, while it would 
likewise follow, that waiving that consideration, A could not 
strictly be said to have intended to give or take delivery to 
or fiom B. Brought into the region of every day practice, this 
principle would, I expect, cover a gieat many tx'ansactions which 
are entered into not only in rice but other great staples in this 
city. I suspect that there are many large dealers doing genuine 
business, who are not averse from giving clients an occasional 
gamble. And thus in each case it becomes a pure question of 
fack 

What was the nature of the particular contract impugned ? No 
more than this can be extracted from the cases. Reduced to their 
simplest terms they all emphasize one thing and one thing only. 
The Court must look beneath the surface and find out, if it can, 
what was in reality the true nature of the contract. 
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If, for example, we find A, a dealer in rice on a large scale, 
entering into forward contracts with B, a bootmaker who has 
no trade in rice at all, nor any means of dealing with rice in 
large quantities j if we find that such contracts have been made 
over and over again, embracing goods worth lacs of rupees j but 
invariably settled by the payment of differences on due date, then 
I apprehend that notwithstanding the surface propriety of the 
formal contracts, notwithstanding A’s appeals to his great 
le^timate business, and his assertions that for his part he was 
always in a position to fulfil his contracts, the Court would hold 
that as between him and B, the whole series were pure wagers. 

And that‘'is in effect the case on which the defendant relies 
lier6. Does he substantiate it ? It seems almost .superfluous to 
observe that A would start with every presumption in his favour. 
A hndjiie dealer on a largo scale could only be affected with the 
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particular knowledge which would except certain contracts with a 
certain individual from the ordinary category of the bulk of his 
contracts, by showing that he had had a series of dealings with 
that person of such a character that he must have known all 
about the man himself, and the kind of contract he was in the 
habit of making. In this ease the defendant cannot hope to 
establish his case in that way because there was no long course 
of previous dealings, nor were the parties known to each other. 
Possibly the plaintiff might have known, as one man in the bazaar 
knows of another, that the defendant was partner in an iron 
business. But it would not necessarily follow from that that he 
might not have resolved to launch out into rice dealing with 
honest trade intentions. Therefore the defendant has fallen 
back rather on the line of attacking the plaintiff's business and 
endeavouring to show that it was chiefly a gambling business. 
Now the plaintiff was doing a very substantial business in 


various commodities. He had a strong financial backing. True 
he dealt largely in rice too and seems to have had but poor 
godown accommodation for the quantities of rice he bought and 
sold. The duration of his business was short, the firm is now 
dissolved, and appears to have existed for only three or four 
years. The maximum of rice shown to have come during any 
one year into the plaintiff’s actual possession is put of all propor- 
tion to the extent of his dealings in rice. And from all this the 
inference is drawn that the plaintiff was^himself not a iond fide 
dealer but merely a gambler in differences. Over and above 
this the defendant strongly relies upon a statement made by the 
broker who negotiated these contracts. He swears that he told 
the plaintiff that the defendant only meant to pay or receive 
differences. If that were true there would be an end of the case. 
The plaintiff swears that he was not told anything of the kind 
and the broker himself goes on to say that he regarded these as 
, perfectly genuine contracts. He stoutly repudiates the imputa- 
Jie negotiates any wagering contracts. Naturally he 

'•■fc iJ? — ^ ^ 0“ <>^at unsupported > 

■ ®®^t™g'that-;on one side the inis 
tObegm^'^^ch faots.as are made clear by the evidence. 
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First, I am unable to find in 'any part of if; sufficient support 
for the defendant's allegation that the plaintiff^s whole business 
was sham and wagering. On the contrary it appears to have been 
a good solid business with plenty of money to back it. If that 
were so, and part of it at least consisted in buying and vselling 
rice forward, the onus would lie very heavily indeed on the 
defendant to show that these particular contracts with him were 
made to the plaintifl'^s knowledge for no other purpose than wager- 
ing on differences. What is his own conduct ? He begins by 
meeting the plaintiff’^s claim with an assertion that he was only 
an intermediary to the plaintiff^s knowledge. He has abandoned 
that contention. But the fact that he began by making it, loses 
none of its significance. If we read all his early correspondence, 
carried on through Mr. Bhat, we shall see at once that it is 
utterly inconsistent with his present case. The foundation of all 
of it is that the contracts were perfectly genuine. He tries to 
explain that away now by saying that this is part of the usual 
practice, designed to throw dust in the Courtis eyes should either 
party subsequently wish to sue. First, I do not believe that for 
a moment, Next, if I did, I should be strongly disposed to allow 
the attempt to succeed. It is asking a good deal of a Court of 
equity to come before it with a plea of this kind, and then bolster 
it up by confessing that everything was done during the earlier 
stages of the dispute to put a fraud upon the Court. People who 
indulge in that sort of knavery are not entitled to much consider- 
ation, and have themselves to thank if the results turn out con- 
trary to their expectations. Then as to the argument that 
whether the plaintiff was a. Jkle dealer or not he must have 
known that the defendant was not, what evidence is there to 
support it? The defendant has told his story. He relies 
strongly on being an iron merchant, and virtually asks whether 
any man in his senses would believe that a partner in an iron 
business would launch out suddenly into rice* business. He 
points to the fact that he had no godowns for rice, that he never 
took delivery or could have taken delivery, and insists that the 
plaintiff knew all this perfectly well, and therefore when he 
made these contracts also knew that they were wagering con- 
tracts j and that the intention of both parties to them was to 
by payment of differences. 
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' I said that- there was no long previous course o! 

dealings between the plaintiff and the defendant in rice, which 
might have affected the plaintiff with knowledge of the defend- 
ant's real intentions in entering into such contracts. Had there 
been, the case might have been very different. Evidence has 
been laid before the Court of how these forward contracts are made 
m the bazaar. It is only when the contract is on the point of 
completion that the parties' names are disclosed to each other. 
Then if one of them distrusts the other, the contract is broken off. 
Here the plaintiff says he asked who the defendant was and was 
told that he was a -sound man. There is really little risk in 
making forward contracts of the kind ; no risk over and above 
the fluctuations of the market. It does mot appear to mo that 
plaintiff did anything unusual in accepting the broker’s recom- 
mendations and making the contracts. Further, there is a i^ood 
deal of evidence to show that the defendant has been speculatiim- 
m rice for a year or two. In one instance at least he appears to 
have adopted precisely the same course against one of his vendees 
who refused to take delivery, as the plaintiff did in this case' 
against him. That is to say, he sold the actual goods at the risk 
and on the responsibility of the man who had refused to take 
ehvery. All this looks like real business. Of course the defend- 
ant explains it away now by saying that every one of those 
con racts was merely for differences, and that selling the .oodl 
leallymade no material change in the nature of the dellinff 
between him and his vendee. He says that he did not get thj 
puce the gmods realized, that this in fact, like his early letters to 
the plaintiffj was all part of the common practice desicr^d to put 
a c oak of reality about these unsubstantial transaction. BuUt 

defenLnMhiT^^^ knowledge at all of the 

^tenciant^ tbs is the kmd of knowledge he woiilrl h i 

A wouH Weta™ that the defenlL^rl"' 

flioi AT •» ^ tillS' 

0 that the defendant was a pure gambler’ ^ = 
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sweat ihat in many iuBtances the defendant did in fact take and 
give delivery just as any other hand fiSe .dmhx in rice would 
have done. The defendant seeks to meet this by arguing that in 
no case did he really take or give more than delivery orders, 
Now., this may be a device in use among, gamblers to evade the 
law. But, on the face of it^ it is a regular business method and 
as effective as taking the goods away and putting them in your 
own godown. The truth is that if people want to gamble in this 
co vert way and, in order to make the gamble appear a real trans- 
action^ wrap it up in all the formalities of a real transaction, it 
becomes virtually impossible for a Court to say that it is not what 
it appears to be. A Court may go on probing into the sui> 
rounding circumstances^^ for ever, and be little or none the wiser. 
Certainly were there a long course of previous transactions be* 
tween the parties, every one of which had been settled by paying 
differences^ and had the parties been well known to each other 
(as in the case I began by supposing, where one of them is, say, 
a boot-maker) then there would be a good solid ground for infer- 
ring the real nature of their speculations, and the true intention 
of both of them. But where they arc liardly known to each 
other at all, wliere both are in the open market-, and both have 
been speculating for about the same time in rice, how is one, who 
has perfectly honest intentions, to know that the other has not ? 

I confess that I do not see any test which could be applied in the 
sure confidence that it wmuld disclose the truth. 

For, unfortunately, whether transactions of the kind now in 
dispute are genuine or wagering, it appears to me that parties 
can with moderate care so conceal the real nature of the trans- 
action that it wmuld become impossible for the Court to say 
positively what that was. Assume that these were genuine 
transactions. The procedure would have been exactly what it 
admittedly was* Assume that they were wagering and for all 
I can see the procedure again would have been admittedly what 
it was, at any rate up to the point of tendering the delivery 
orders. And there is absolutely nothing by way of a history of 
previous relations, or deducible from the trade status of either 
party, which will yield any satisfactory test. 

While I permit myself to say so much, as having a bearing on 
cases^of the kind, I do not feel any doubt in my mind upon 
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the actual case. I have no doubt at all that the defendant was a 
gambler, and that he never meant to do more than pay and 
receive differences. Unfortunately that is also an incident (qua,, 
lifying if necessary for theoretical purposes the “intention to do 
no more than pay or receive differences”, by adding “ordi. 
nanly”) of a good deal of legitimate trade. Hundreds of con., 
tracts for cover in the markets of Bombay and Manchester re- 
spectively are, I suspect, made without any very definite intention 
of taking actual delivery, and are settled by paying differences. 
¥et unless this were done business in such commodities as cotton 
could hardly go on. But there is of course a real distinotiouj 
though rather an elusive one, between real and unreal trans- 


actions of this kind, And I need not go further into that. ’ It is 


4. JLU 1. 

enough to repeat that I have no doubt that in these rice specula- 
tions, the defendant meant to gamble and nothing else. But I 
am equally sm'e that in a large part at any rate of his rice 
business the plaintiff was doing honest trade. He has admitted 
that about half the total of his rice deals were settled by paying 
differences. But that is not necessarily inconsistent, as far as 
I can see, with genuine business. As to the rest there was actual 
buying and selling, real solid business. And I am clear that 
there is nothing whatever in the transactions now laid before the 
Court, or in the evidence given to colour them one way or the 
other, which would justify this Court in holding that they were 
wagering contracts within the intention of both pai-ties or within 
the intention of one, and to the knowledge of the other. That 
I apprehend to be the right way of stating the principle upon 
which every decision of this kind must turn. Both parties may 
intend to wager; or one party may intend to wager, and the 
other party may know that that is his sole intention and know- 
ing It enter into the contract. Where the facts found warrant 
the Com t in adopting either of those statements of fact, then the 
contract is a wager under the law of this Presidency. But where 
^ one party intends to wager, and the other neither intends 
^^self to wager, nor Knows that it is the sole intention of the 
^r thpn the contract is not a wagering contract from the 
^ii4pf view of the latter, and he has a right of action on it. - : 

tS 4hf ’raised could 

oe deafer ■ th^ 4ins ; case la^ against % defendant, ffor that 
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reason I have not gone more minutely into the evideuco. When 
the points to he determined on the evidence are obscure, I usually 
analyse it exhaustively. I have not thought it necessary to do 
so in this case because it speaks for itself, and, in view of the 
brief statement of principles I have attempted, can leave no doubt 
at all which way the decision of the Court must be. 

I find for the plaintiff". The measure of damages has been 
agreed upon by the parties. When the sum has been ascertained 
by applying it, the decree will be for that amount with all costs 
upon the defendant. 

The defendant appealed. 

ImeTarihj, with Lotonchs and Jinnah, for'‘the'^uppellant 

Any contract made under the rules of the Rice Merchants 
Association must be deemed to be affected with the taint of 
wagering. Rules 17 and 27 are much wider than the rule 
discussed in Ohapscy v. Gill CoJ^^, and yet contracts under that 
rule were held to bo void. The statement by the learned Judge 
in the Court below that a decision that contracts under the Rico 
Merchants Association rules wore void would have a disastrous 
effect on an immense volume of genuine trade carried on under 
these rules, is not supported by evidence. Nor is it in any event 
a legal consideration. The contracts in this ease were certainly 
by way of wagering, inasmuch as it was known to the plaintiffs 
that the defendant was a gambler and would only pay differences. 
The evidence showed that he was an iron merchant and had no 
godowns for rice ; and the plaintiftV clerk knew this. The 
plaintiffs’ moonim did not deny that previous contracts between 
the patties had been settled by payment of differences. Further 
there is evidence to show that the plaintiffs were themselves 
speculators. Certain transactions appeared in their books, in 
which delivery was optional, — a fact which brings them within 
In re Gieve^^K 

It is the true character of the contract that must be looked at 
and nob its outward appearance. See Universal Sfoek Esschinge, 
Ltd. V. StraoJmid^h 
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Counsel also citerl Kon^ Tee Zone ^ Co* v, lonjee Eanje 
Tod V, ZoUmilM^\ MoMal v. and Ilamu&kmi \\ 

Nmotawd&a^^^, 

Shangman (Advocate General) with Mohrimn for the respond* 
ents 

The defence is dishonest. The correspondence shows that the 
contracts were genuine. Rule 17 does not say all that the 
appellant contends. 

With regird t ) v. Gfl CoS^'^ an esteiision of the 

decision m thit case would be inconsistent with section 57 of 
the Contract Act. 


Imerarify r‘'‘pHed. 

Scorr, 0. J. Two points have been nrged bv the appellant 
in this appeal: (1) t jafc according to the iu!e^ of theBjnibiy 
lUce Mt rchauts Assoc ati(in subject to wl ieh the contracts •-Uid 
on were m ide both parties were to pay or receive ditf rences 
and that tlu-refore the contracts w^ere void as wagers ; (‘"^j that 
haung regard to all the ciicamstances of the ca-e it should hi\e 
been found as a fact that neither party inteudal that delivery 
should be taken 

Id support of the Isfc point reliance is pheed upon flu e 17 of 
the Rice Asy)ciaiion Rales. That rule oblige^ t le baver to 
acci pt a delivery order if tendered up to 4 j*.m. on the 6th day 
before the Vaida and provides that on tht^ seller's fulure to 
snake such d livery, the couuact ^hall be set led by payment of 
the ditiereuce between the contract rate and the due cUua rate 
fixed 1 y tl e Association, 

Whether if the selkr iai ed to i»ive the delivery okI *r in time 
the conditions imfiO&ed by the rules would make the contract a 
wager is one whii h we rire not called upon t() decide for it is 
found as a fact in the lower Court and not now deputed that all 
thfr* del verv ortler^ were tendered by tije \ ! an iffh in time The 
j f ac s are thendbre entirely di>s milar to th>ie in CA v, 

;v> upju whkh the argument of the ap elknt is based* 

]■ ; J : ' .f> 29 Gal. m. <3) so Bom SS. 

i : M 445. (1907) 9 Bom, L, B, IM. 
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There is nn authority the proposition that because tinder 
the terms of n contract an nhhgation to pav or rt^ce^^ed ffer^-nees 
may arise on the ha opening of a pasticnlar « ^uit the contract is 
V id as a wjger if that » vent does not happen. Such a result 
would be imonsistent with the principle underlying s etiun 57 
of the Contract Act* 

As regirds the 2 b 1 point, it is a pare question of fact which, 
has bem adeqn slf 1y dealt with by the leam<d Judge, We see 
no reason to differ from the conclusion at which he has arrived* 
We therefore dismiss the appeal with costs. 

Appeal dimisB^d* 

Attorneys for the appellants ; Messis. Jliralal ^ Co. 

Attorneys for the respondents ; Messis. /. 5. Fafel ^ Co. 

K, Mcl. K. 
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Before Mr* Justice MaeUod. 

Ik 5?hs MAnm or tub INDIAN COMPAOTES ACT VI or 1882 

AND 

Ik thb MiTTBB or THE BOMB vY COTTON' MANUPAOTURINa 
OOiMPAKY, LIMITED, 

A>D 

Ih tub matter or EillLAIi KAHSOKDAs. 

Winling np peii*/on ’-Be'ithn^r a creditor for amount not immtHaielg 
pa^^ahh-^Qereral fnonnol position of cowpany^lnoian Comp'tmes 
JCi (FJT qf 186^)9 section^ 1^8, 1^9, IhO and ISl^^chCT^te of arraugement 
^^Frociwe* 

Tha deSnition of in section 3.‘^0 of iho Man Coirpanies Act (VI 

cf 1682) is quite dislnut from the neaning of the Wd ^Ureditor’V A 
er« ditor is a person to T\hom rroncy h o^^ed by il 0 Company. TVJiether he 
cancUSm immediate payment of that debt <r his right to demand piyment 
fe I efe ltd ly bis agisiment t^ith the Company to a future time, he still 
s iv-ma^n^ a ortditen 
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If the petitioHer. can satisfy tlie Court tlmt the Company ona<.eneiHl 
pemal of rts balance sheet cannot pay its debts, i„ other 4cle. tla^N 

assets are not sufficient to satisfy its liabilities, that ivill enable the Court to 

■ onler its winding up. , v^uursio 

If an aai-angemeut can be arrived at botween the Company and its creditors 
u would be desu-able that an attempt should be made to give elfeocto tbat 

Miangemeiu. But any scheme or proposal by the Compaiiv 

tokeep iUeE afloat cannot be discussed with any chance of .sneoesa infes 
the winding up order is made. It is only after the winding up order :s 
made that a three-fourths majority of the creditors is able to bind the 
minont3^._ Otherwise anyone creditor can come in and upset any aril 
inent which has appeared satisfactory to the rest of his co-eroditori 

0^2nd September 1909 a petition for the winding np of 
the Boi^ay Cotton Manufacturing Company wa.s filed by one 
P "" creditor of the Company to the extent of 

s. 600 lent on fixed deposit account and repayable in April 
1 10. A provisional liquidator was appointed on 4th September 
Further- petitions were filed by two other creditors on the 
th and 8th September respectively; and on 9tli September 
y an oi er of Macleod, J., all three petitions were consolidated. 

The various allegations made by the petitioners as to the 

bv thl'r. '’f of the Company and the mis-management 

on behdrof denied by two of the Directors 

on behalf of the Company, who further eontended that the 

p nonets were not m the position of creditors entitled to 
piX” ‘ -"t ^mediately 

Before the matter came on for hearing certain other creditors 

proposed a scheme of arrangement with the view of preventino- 

iguidation and the consequent loss of credit. The teLs of this 
.tie Court 

appeared for tte 1st petitioner, Satilal Karsondaa 
:;>^^e«red Ip. ^.d and 8rd p^iliorreT ^ . i 

r appeared for other creditors. 

l wpeared for^to 
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M 1 OI.SIO 0 , J,: — Three petitions have been filed for winding np 
the Bombay Cotton Manufacturing Company, The first is by 
Eatilal Karsondas^ a creditor for Es, 6,500 in respect of three 
deposit receipts, the second by Eaja Bahadur Shivlal Motila], 
who is a creditor’ to the extent of three lakhs, one lakh of which 
is secured by a charge on certain liquid assets of the Company, 
and the third is by Raju Babaji, who alleges that he lms a claim 
of about Es. 50,000 in respect of monies due to him for the 
erection of a weaving shed for the Milk 

The chief allegation on which the prayer for winding up the 
Company in all these three petitions is based is, that the Company 
is unable to pay its debts. There are other allegations made 
regarding the management of the Company to the effect that the 
affairs of the Company have been grossly mis-managed by 
the Directors, 

The Company oppose these petitions and a large number 
of creditors have also appeared who are desirous that their 
terests should be secured by some means or other, either by a 
winding up order being made, or by some directions of the 
Court being given. A number of sharedioklers have also appeared 
and they are anxious that their interests should be protected. 

The grounds on which the Company oppose the petitions fall 
under two heads. In the first place they take certain technical 
points. It is contended that the petitioners are not creditors who 
are entitled to petition under section 131 of the Indian Companies 
Act, The ground for this contention seems to he, that a creditor 
must be a person to whom a debt is now due and who can 
demand immediate payment from the Company before he can 
petition. That contention seems to be based on the definition 
of debt ill section 130. But the definition of debt is quite 
distinct from the meaning of the word creditor A creditor is 
a person to whom money is owed by the Company. Whether 
he can claim immediate payment of that debt or whether his 
right to demand payment is deferred by his agreement with 
the Company to a future time, he still remains a creditor. 
Otherwise this contention would lead to this absurdity, as I have 
afiready observed on an interlocutory application in these 
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petitions, that f^epo itors who ! ave their monies to the 
Company would have to stind hj and see the assets of ih© 
Conipiiiy dissipate d without that being able to ^eek the pn bc- 
tion of the Court* The petitioners Eat kl an I S ivkl are 
c early creditors entiihd to peti ion timkr section 1 il. It miy 
be that U e positii n of Eaju baji is foinewl at diflercnt the 
amount of his claim ii any has jttto be j scertained. Put it 
seems unnecessary to decide wdietber he is in a | osition tofih a 
pejiition, as there are two petition-, which are good, before the 
Court. 


The nest contention is that the petitioners have not pimped 
any ground on which the can make a winding up order; 

that the only ground defined under ‘section 128 on which the 
petitioners can rely is ground whenever the Coin|:any is 
unable to pay its debts That is defined in section 12D, ‘^ub-sectlOll 
(e) (the ordy part of that sietion which is lelevant to tkse petk 
tions) as follows Whenever it is proved to the sati-faccion of 
the Court that the Company is unable to pay its debts.^^ ^'ho 
Company argue now that as ^^debt is defined in section 1:10 as 
debts actually due, therefore the petitioners must prove that 
the Company is unable to pay d<bts which are due to-day* and 
that even if the Court is wsatkfied that the debts which will 
fall due to-morrow and any time thereafter cannot be paid, the 
Court cannot make a winding up order on this ground. Even 
if that contention, which appears to lead to an absurdity, is 
correct, it is immaterial, because clause (e) t > section k8 makes it 
possibk for the Court to order the winding up whenever for any 
other rea-on of a like nature the Coin t is of opinion that it is 
just and equitable that the Company should be wound up* 
And if the Court k sati^-fied that the Company is unable to pay 
the debts falling due hereafter that would be a reason of a like 
nature to (^)* It is suggested that reasons under clause (e) 
must be restricted to reasons of a like nature to those mentioned 
i |le previop clau-es (a) to (^/} but in the case of In re Shd Skam 
iion Cof^pan^ of IncUa^h Mr, Justice Davar held himself 
I to follow the English practice, and to construe the 
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section in the same way as the English Courts have oonstrtied the 
corre-*p mdlrig sect’On in the English Act, although the words 
for any other reason of a like nature'^ are omit ed in that 
section. However, I am clearly of opinion that if tho petitioners 
can satisfy the Court that the Company on a general perusil of 
its balance Nheet cannot pay it-^ debts, in other words^ that its 
asst ts are not sufficient to satis y its liabilities, that will enable 
ttie Court to or<{cr its winding up. Tne last balance sheet, 
W'hieh has been put before the Court, contains the last audited 
aec milts up to the 30th June 190S. Ti.use accounts were not 
audited until six months later, and, therefore, I have not got full 
details ot the pre«ient portion ot the Company. But it is admit* 
ie 1 that the Co npany is now a creditor of the Tricumdas Mills 
to the extent of nearly thirteen lakhs, and a very large arntmiifc 
of tliat must have been lent to the rncumdas Mills since iho 
80th Jane 1903, Tiie amounts for which acef*ptanees have been 
given were on that date a.‘arly Rs. 2^01,000 and they m isthave 
increased since that date. New the loan to the Tricumdas Mills 
was an act not contemplated an<l not empowered by the 
Memo andum ot Association, and although the share-holders 
appear in 13^8 to have empowered the Directors to lend the 
funds of the Compiny to other Companies there can be no doubt 
that the resolution of the shire-holders was mrm, ami that 
for elev en years, not only the funds of theOjmpanv, but the 
money which was borrowed tiom tho public for the working of 
the Comp my. have gone in o the pockets of the Agents of the 
Tricumdas Wills. That amount ot tliirb eu lakhs must now be 
taken as a very doubtful a set. The Company in trying to 
es*ablish their solvency have es imated it at 3 lakhs, but I 
should consider tint an over valuation. Howe\’er that may be, 
the remaining assets, which they entered in their affidavits with 
their estimated value, will noton close '‘Cru iny beir the vauc 
whic I has been put upon them by the Company. They have 
valued the inachiuery, as it appears on the assets side of the 
bafonce bln et, at co-'t piice without deducting the depreciation 
to the extent of neaily five lakhs which appeal 3 on tho side of 
li abilities. Other asset'^ sre s ich th it they are not available for 
the payment of the Company's debts. They are merely available 
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IW. foi* the working o£ the Mills j so that if the Company eudeavour- 
IiT ME ed with these assets to satisfy the debts of the creditors it would 
lOTi^CoM- i“P05sible to continue working the Mill. Now, it is no 

PAsiEs AOT, doubt the practice for Mill Companies in Bombay in order to 
MATMB or work their Mills to borrow money for working capital, but such 
^ Manotac^ borrowings should not exceed what is actually required for work- 
TDEiso Com- ino purposes and should not exceed to any great extent under 

PAiNT ANjD XlJ o A *■ I/O 

THiMATiEB careful management the liquid assets, such as cotton, coal, stores, 
Siesootas Company’s credit depends on this rule being observed 

But it is clear that the borrowing of this Company has been 
quite out of proportion to what was required for the working of 
the Mill ; and also to the paid up capital. W ith the small amount 
of Rs. 7] lakhs paid up capital the debts of the Company have 
amounted to something over Rs 25 lakhs For the piesent tho 
Company’s eiedit has gone 

If theae petitions were dismissed, it is quite clear that the 
Company would not be able to pay its liabilities as they became 
due. The only result would he that the first peraon who 
obtained a decree against the Company (and I have only recently 
passed a decree foi Es. 50,000 against it) uonld proceed in 
execution of his decree. It appears certain that if I dismissed 
these petitions there woidd be other petitions filed immediately 
afterwards. 


I am quite convinced on the affidavits before mo that tho Com- 
pany is not in a position to pay its debts, and, therefore, it is 
desirable that a winding up order should bo made At the sarao 
time, there is no doubt that if an arrangement can be ariived at 
between the Company and its creditors, it would be desirable 
that an attempt should be made to give effect to that arrangement, 
so that the interests of the creditors might be protected as well 


as the interests of the share-holders. Already it appears from the 
affidavits that suggestions have been made from some sources, 
effective, would keep the Company going, 
scheme or proposal by the Company to keep itself afloat 
discussed with any chance of success unless tho winding 
I* is only after the winding up order is mad© 
^Wf^^p^Sis Majority of the creditors is able to bind the 

'V "i" : 
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mmorifcy. Otherwise any one creditor can come in and upset 
any arrangement which has appeared satisfactory to the rest of 
his co-creditors. Therefore I shall not sanction any proceedings 
in the winding tip order which might in any way prejudice the 
chances of a settlement^ and the bringing fox’ward of any scheme 
for carrying on the business of the Company which may be 
acceptable to the creditors. 

The order, then, will be : First of all that the Company be 
wound up. I propose, then, as I did in the case of the Tricumdas 
and Lukhmidas Mills to proceed to appoint a Liquidator, 
althotigh I suggest that he should be provisional for a short time. 
What I would suggest is that until the 16tli October Mr. Sethna 
be appointed official Liquidator in the same position as he is 
Liquidator of the Lukhmidas Mill. It is necessary that there 
should be a Liquidator for the purposes of arranging a com-* 
promise and scheme of settlement, but there will be no necessity 
for the Liquidator to continue after the scheme has been 
sanctioned by the Court, except for the purpose of giving effect 
to the scheme. 

The official Liquidator will therefore be appointed pro- 
visionally. 

I have no objection now in the interests of the share-holdeis to 
direct that nothing should be done under the order for winding 
up by the Liquidator beyond carrying on the working of the 
Mill until further application is made by the Liquidator. 

Liquidator to have powers (S), (d) and {/) in section 144. 

Under section 138 until further order proceedings to be stayed 
except as to the carrying on of the business of the Company by 
the Liquidator. 

It is advisable that any proposals for settlement should be 
crystalled as soon as possible, so that the meeting of the 
cireditors and contributories can be summoned. 

I allow the contributories inspection of the directors’ minute 
books and accounts relating to the loans made by and to the 
Company. 
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Costs of the petitioner E£i,tilal Karsondas and the costs of the 
Company out of the assets : and one set of costs between the 
other petitioners and creditors appearing. As the other 
petitioners had notice of the first petition their costs must be 
included in the one set of costs allowed to the creditors. 

Attorneys for 1st petitioner : Messrs. Dapldar^^ Feimira and 

Attorneys for the other petitioners : Messrs, Bhakhanhar^ Kmga 
and G%fd%aflah 


Attorneys for the Company : Messrs, Baijne and Co* 

Attorneys for other creditors : Messrs, Dhmjiska 

md 8underda^> 


K. McI. K 


APPELLATE CIVIL, 


Before Sir Basil BcoU» Bd,, Chef Jmticey and JusUce Batchelor^ 

1910 aULAM HUSSEIN alias KIKABHAI TYABALLI (oeioinai. Plain!- 
10. ipp). Appellant, v. MAHAMABALLI IBRAHIMeTI and OTiiEEi 
{oRiaiNAL Dependants), Ee&pondents." 

OivU Brocedure Code {Act XIV ofl882)i sections 4J and SO-^Tramfer of 
Property Act (IV of 1882)f section BO^Smt to recover mortgag&'*debt hy 
sale of mortgaged and unhgpotheeated p'iopeHg'^ Decree agmnst mortgaged 
property alone--SaU-^Amo%nt realized not sufficient--^ AppUoation for 
supplemental decree to recover balance hy sale of other property’— Mmiiation 
—Putting forward allegations at a late stage. 

In a suit upon a mortgage dated the 18th April 1887 the plaintiff claimed, 
on the 18th April 1H99, to recover the mortgage-debt hy sale of the moitgaged 
property and the balance, if any, from the non -hypothecated propeity of the 
mortgagor. The decree was passed in plaintiff's favour against the mortgaged 
.property alone. The amount realized by the sale of the mortgaged property 
insufficient to satisfy the decree, the plaintiff applied under section 90 
Transfer of Property Act (lY of 1882) for a supplemental decree against 
property of the mortgagor, 

* Second Appeal No. 493 of 1 06, 
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Tlie first Court found that the claim for a personal decree against the mort- 
is 

g%or was time-baired 

On appeal by the plaintif he attempted to prove that the claim was within 
time owing to an intermediate payment by the defendant but the appellate 
Court found that the plaintiff failed in his attempt and confiimed the decree 

On second appeal by the plaintiff held) confiiming the decree, that the mort- 
gage in suit being of the year 1887 and the suit of the year 1899, the plaintiff’s 
light to a personal decree against the mortgagor was time-ban ed, the plaintiff 
having failed to show the giound on which exemption from the law of limi- 
tation was claimed. 

Meld) further that the |>laintiff could not be allowed at a late stage of the 
suit to biing foiwaid for the fiist time allegations which it was necessary to 
prove in order to show that he was entitled to a further decree against the 
defendant personally. 

Second appeal from the decision of W. Baker, District Judge 
of Surat, confirming the decree of Ghimanlal Lallubhai, First 
Class Subordinate Judge. 

On the 18th April 1887 one Ibrahim Jiva passed a mortgage- 
bond to the plaintiff. {Subsequently the mortgagor having died 
the plaintiff, on the 18th April 1899, brought a suit against the 
mortgagor's widow as defendant 1 and his children as defend- 
ants 2—4 to recover Ks. 1,999 due under the mortgage. The 
plaintiff claimed to recover the said amount by sale of the 
mortgaged property and the balance, if any, from the remaining 
non-hypothecated property of defendant 1 and of the deceased 
mortgagor. The decree was, however, passed against the mort- 
gaged property alone. The amount realized by the sale of the 
mortgaged property being insufficient to satisfy the decree, the 
plaintiff applied under section 90 of the Transfer of Property 
Act (IT of 1882) for a further decree against the other pro- 
perty of the mortgagor. The Subordinate Judge found that 
the claim was time-barred and that the plaintiff was not entitled 
to the further decree prayed for 

The plaintiff appealed to the District Court urging mter alia 
that the sum of Bs. 200 was paid by the mortgagor to the plaint- 
iff subsequent to the mortgage, therefore, the claim was not 
barred by limitation and that the plaintiff should have been 
allowed an opportunity of proving the payment of interest m 
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alleged by hirnt The District Judge found that the plaintiff 
was not entitled to adduce evidence to prove the payment of 
interest and that he was not entitled to a further decree under 
section 90 of the Transfer of Property Act. The appeal was 
therefore dismissed with costs. In his judgment the District 
Judge observed as follows — 

Section 50 of the Civil Procedure Code piovides that if the caii&o of action 
arose beyond the period ordinal ily allowed by any law fox nistituting the suit, 
the plaint must daow the ground upon which exemption from such law is 
claimed 

It IS argued that the plaint in the original suit satisfies the leqnirements of 
section 50. 


The plaint, paia 5, says that Es. 7-8 0 were paid as lent. No date is 
given. It aho says 200 weie leceived but as it is not stated on what account 
it was received, the learned Siib- Judge holds that it w^a'> not a payment nndei 
the mortgage at all, but on some other account, 

What the plaintiff seeks now to prove is that the payment of 20U as mtercbt 
was made within 6 years of ine suit. This fact is stated to be mentioned in 
the original plaint But the plaint merely states that 200 were leceived and 
does not gi^e any date ox the account on which they weie paid. Hence it will 
appear that the piesent application contains 2 distinct allegations u bich are not 
found m the original plaint, first that 200 was paid within six years oi the 
suit and secondly that it was paid as interest. Plaintiff seeks to adduce evi 
dence to piove these allegations I do not think he can be allowed to do so , it 
IS stated that no fie&li allegations aie made and that he is not going beyond Ms 
original plaint It is argued that the fact of his mentioning th^s sum of 200 
in the plaint taken with his lequest for a remedy against the moitgagor 
personally should lead the Court to presume that this amount was paid within 
the period of limitation. I do not see how the Court can make such a presump** 
tion when the plaintiff himself does not trouble to explain in his plaint how 
the payment of this sum saves limitation. Even now no date is given of the 
payment and beyond saying that it was within 6 years plaintiff does not give 
any infoimation as to when it was paid. Nox is theie anything in the 
application regaidiftg the xiayment being shown in the debtor's handwriting. 

In these circumbtances it seems to me that the piesent allegations arc 
entirely different fioni those in the original plaint, when the personal relief 
sought was not based on tbo facts now allegedi In his deposition in the 
l^tlgxnel suit plaintiff did not give the details. It does not appear to me that 
||uKrgs cited contemplate the proceedings under section 90 of the Transfer 
Act being based on an entirely new case and 1 would therefore 
has no right to set up these new allegations and cannot te 





¥0L. XXXIT.] BOMBAY SBBIIS. 

The plaintiff preferred a second appeal, 

N. K* MeUa for tlie appellant (plaintiff) :~Oar point i$ that 
both the lower Courts erred in not allowing ns to addtice evi- 
dence to show that our personal remedy against the defendant 
under section 90 of the Transfer of Property Act was not time* 
barred. If section 88 of the Act be read in conjunction with 
section 00 it becomes clear that there are two distinct decrees 
to be passed — one a substantial decree under section 88 and 
another under section 90— on the application of the decree- 
holder in case the net proceeds of any sale under section 89 are 
insufficient to pay the amount due on the mortgage. The 
question is whether the personal remedy was within time. We 
contend that it was not necessary for us to ask for a personal 
remedy in the plaint or to show that the remedy, if asked for, 
was still subsisting, as the time for showing that it was not 
time-barred arose when it was found that the net proceeds of 
the sale under section 89 were insufficient If the net proceeds 
of the sale had been sufficient to pay off the mortgage-defat, an 
application under section 90 would not have been at all neces- 
sary : Musakeb Zama% Khan v. I%a^at*nl4aU^'^ and JRama DaUn v. 
Sahhafam Lingn^'^ support our contention. 

L. A. Shah for respondents 1, 2 and 4 (defendants 1, 2 and 
4) :~The plaintiff asked for a personal remedy in respect of the 
balance and mentioned the fact of having received Rs# 200 with- 
out giving the date of the receipt or the purpose for which that 
amount was received. 

We rely on section 50 of the Civil Procedure Code. The 
plaint merely stated that Rs. 200 were received but it did not 
show that receipt kept the personal remedy subsisting. The 
lower Courts were therefore justified in not allowing the plaintifl 
to adduce fx’esh evidence to show that the personal remedy was 
not time-barred : Damoiar Saharohand v, Fgankn Gangaram^^h 

Bee^ Form of Plaint in a suit on mortgage, No. 109, Scb. IV, 
Civil Procedure Code of 1882, 

iV K, Mehta in reply. 

0) ilSn) 14 All. 513. (i) (1009) 11 Bom. h, E li27# 

0) (1906) U Bom. 241 
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Scott, C» J. — The plaintiff originally sued on the 18th April 
1899 to recover Ks 999 due under a mortgage-deed dated the 
I8th April 1887. He claimed to recover the amount in question 
by sale of the mortgaged property and any balance from the 
remaining non -hypothecated property of the first defendant and 
of the deceased mortgagor. 

A decree was passed in his favour against the mortgaged 
property alone. The amount realized by the sale of the mort- 
gaged property was insufficient to satisfy the decree by Rs. 837 
and the plaintiff applied under section 90 of the Transfer of 
Property Act for a further decree against the other property of 
the mortgagor. 

The Sub-Judge found that the claim was time-baired. 

An appeal was then preferred to the District Court on the 
ground that a sum of Ks. 200 was paid by the mortgagors on 
account of interest on the mortgage-debt and that therefore the 
plaintiff^s present claim was not barred by limitation and that 
the plaintiff should have been allowed an opportunity of proving 
the payment of interest as alleged by him, 

The Acting District Judge framed the following issues - 

(1) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to adduce evidence to 
prove the payment of interest ^ 

(2) Whether he is entitled to a further decree under section 
90 of the Transfer of Property Act ? 


He decided both the issues against the plaintiff. He says 
what the plaintiff seeks now to prove is that the payment of 
I?s. 200 as interest was made within six years of the suit. This 
fact is stated to be mentioned in the original plaint. But the 
plaint merely states that Rs. 200 were received and does not 
give any date or the account on which they were paid. Hence 


It will appear that the present application contains two distinct 
allfegations which are not found in the original plaint^ first that 
was paid within six years of the suit and secondly that 
as interest/^ "" 

We ai:| of opinion that the District Judge came to the right 
conclusion upon the faefe stated by him. 
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Section 4S of the Code of Civil Procedure of 18S2 provides 
that A person entitled to more than one remedy in respect of 
the same cause of action may sue for all or any of his remedies, 
but if he omits (except with the leave oi the Court) to sue lor 
any of such remedies he shall not afterwards sue for the remedy 
so omittedJ^ If therefore he wished to make out a case that he 
was entitled to a decree against the mortgagor personally or 
against his unhypothecated property in the event of the sale- 
proceeds of the mortgaged property being insufficient to pay the 
mortgage-debt, ho was bound to put forward in his plaint the 
allegations which if established would entitle him to that relief. 
The mortgage being a mortgage of 18th April 1887 and the suit 
being a suit of 1899, it is clear that the plaintiff’s right to a 
personal decree would be barred unless he could allege some 
ground for exemption from the law of limitation. 

Section 50 of the Code of 1882 provides that If the causa of 
action arose beyond the period ordinarily allowed by any law 
for instituting the suit, the plaintiff must show the ground upon 
which exemption from such law is claimed/^ The plaintiff did 
not show any giound for exemption from the law of limitation 
and therefore if the plaintiff is bound by whafc is stated in his 
plaint he cannot obtain the relief which he now seeks. In the 
case of Damodar v. V^janku^’^'^ the Court said, It is clear from 
the words of section 90 of the Transfer of Property Act that a 
direction of peisonal payment by the mortgagor should be in a 
supplemental decree to be passed when the net proceeds should 
be found to be insufficient. The original decree should merely 
have reserved to the plaintiff liberty to apply for decree under 
section 90/’ This assumes that the plaint indicated that 
debt sued on was legally recoverable at the date of suit. 
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This view is supported by the form of plaint for a mortgage 
suit, No. 109, in the Schedule to the Code of 1882, which shows 
that there should be a prayer in the original plaint for payment 
to the plaintiff of the amount of the deflcieney if the sale-proceeds 
should not be sufficient for payment of the full amount, 


0) (1906) 81 3?oin. 244. 



546 


THE INDIAN DAW REPORTS. [VOL. XXXIV. 


1^10, 


Ummm 

Mahamad* 

ALII 

l^rAwun* 


1910. 



The conclusion, therefore^ to which we have come is that the 
plaintiff cannot be allovred at this stage of the suit to bring 
forward for the first time allegations which it is necessary to 
prove in order to show that he is entitled to a further decree 
against the defendant personally. 

Our attention has been called to the decision in Bmi Dailn v. 
Salchamm That was a case in which the plaintiff in 

his plaint had claimed a personal decree although he had not at 
the original hearing led evidence to prove a subsisting peisoiial 
obligation. It does not appear that any question of limitation 
arose which should have been confessed and avoided in the 
plaint. 

We affirm the decision of the lower Court and dismiss the 
appeal with costs. 

Decree affirmed, 

a B. lu 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr, JusUee Chandavarhar and Mr, Juskce Krngkt 

GOKULSING BHIXABAM PAEDISHI (obioinal pLiiNTirr), Amm- 
MKr, V, USANSINGH Oubu LASMANGIBE and othees (oEioimr^ 
BBBEKDAisrrs), Besponuents.^ 

Oint Froeediire Code {Act XIV of 1882) > sections 6i7 — Decree'-^ 

Bsecnticm^Death of sndfjmenkdeltor — Legal repuseniatives of iM 
judgment-debtor brought on record — Dispute as to properiij — Legal repfc>, 
seniatives should ptd forward their clam under section 2M-^Thep cannot 
raise the defence m a separate suit for po&sedSion by auction’^fuukm^*^ 
A%cUon'fnrchase'i not a skange't, 

C sued M on a money-bond. M having died during the pendouey of the 
suit, his widow B and his bother N were hroughfe by C on the leooid as his 
representatives. A decree was passed awarding the claim out of the property 
deceased. After the passing of the deciee hut hefoxe it could he 

J ^ -I • ’ 

i- "" Appeal Ko. 245 of 1909, 
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tsecuted both B and X died. C then brongbt on the record fche defeud^nts as 
the legal lepresontatiYes of M* The latter denied that ttey were legal 
representatives or that they had any property of M’s which could be liable for 
the decree. The Court overruled the objections, and in execution of the decree 
ittaohed and sold the piopoity in dispute. The plaintiff purchased the property 
it the sale . and filed tliL suit to recover possession thereof from the defend- 
ants* The lower Court disallowed the plaintiS’s claim on the ground that 
the propeity having been joint propeity of M and defendants’ siimved to the 
latter at M^s death ; and that the plaintiff obtained no title at the Court 
sale which ho could legally assert as against the defendants. In the lowei 
appellate Couii the plaintiff contended unsuccessfally that the defendants were 
(lebaned by the pro^i&ion^ of hcction 214 of the Code of Civil PiocediuO;, 1882» 
hom asserting their title* 

Mekh that as the propiitj vas sold by the Couit at C’s instance as 
that of M, the question so far was one relating to the execution of the deciee 
aiising between the decree-holder and the defendants as judgment-dt btois 
undei section 252 of the Civil Procedure Code of 1882. It was, therefoie, a 
question in relation to them falling within section 244 of the Code by reason 
of the explanation to section 647 that applications for the cteention of the 
dociee weie piociedmgs in suits. The defendants were consequently hound to 
object to the attachment and sole under that section, so far as the decieo- 
holdei’s action vas concerned 

It was contended that whatei cr might have been the result if the decree- 
holdei had been a paity to the suit, the luosent dispute was between the 
auction- purchaser, who wa^ a stranger to the jirevious suit and the execution 
]>roc 0 cdings theieiu, and the defendants, and that section 244 did not apply 

that though an aiiction-purchasei at a Couit-salo in execution of a 
decico was not a part> to the suit in which the decree was passed and though 
he vaa in t a lepiesentative of either the decree-holder or the judgment-dohtor 
for the pm poses of section 2 14, ;yei if the question raided by the jndgmoit- 
debtor as to the logihty of the Couit sale was viitually one between the parties 
to the suit, that is, between the docree-holder and the judgment-debtor, and if 
in the decision and lesult of that question the auction-purchaser whs interested, 
the judgment-debtox ought not to be allowed to attach the sale In a suit. 

Tbo test ill all such cases is whether the ground upon which the Coui-t^sale 
3s atkeked as eonfening no title upon the auction-pnichasex’ afiects the parties 
to the suit and could have as between them been laised and determined under 
section 244 and whethei the auetioii-puichaser, though not a party to that 
suit, Is a party interested in the lesnh 

Secohb appeal from the decision of Gulabdas Laldas, First 
Class Subordinate Judge, A. P., at jNdsik, confirming the decree 
pawd by B* B. Kunte, Joint Subordinate Judge at Ndsik, 
n 678—5 
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Suit to recover possession of property purchijed in execution 
of a decree, 

The decree was passed on a money-bond passed by one 
Mahadevgir in favour of Ohiinnaji in 1882. During the pen- 
dency of the siut Mahadevgir having died, his widow Rahu and 
bis brother^ Narayangir were brought on the record as his le<ral 
representatives. The decree passed wa.s against toe propertv 
of Mahadevgir, 

After the decree was passed but before it could be executed 
both Rabu and Narayangir died. The deciee-hoMer Chimnaji 
thereupon brought on the record the names of Kisangir and Nana 
(defendants) as the legal representatives of Mahadevgir; and 
sought for execution oi the decree by attachment and sale of 
the property in dispute. It was contended by, the defendants 
in those proceedings that they were not ihe legal representatives 
of Mahadevgir and had no property of his into their possession 
The Court notwithstanding attached the property : and at the’ 
^le it was purchased by the plaintiff on the l2th Augmst lh96. 
The certificate of sale was issued to him on the 24th Juno 1905. 

The plaintiff brought this suit on the 15th August 1907 to 
recover possession of the property from the defendants. 

^ It was. contended in. defence that the property in dispute was 
he joint family property of Mahadevgir and defendants : and 
that on the death of the former it devolved upon them hr 

The Subordinate Judge held that the property was tiie ioint 
family property and th.at it . devolved upon the defendant^ by 
survivOTship on. Mahadevgir’s death. He held further that the 
plaintiff^s claim was barred by limitation. 

^ On appeal this decree was confirmed by the lower appellate 
Court, on grounds which were stated as follows : ~ ^ 

deoree-LoUer Chimnaji showed no regard for tru^h 
plamng o. ^ record party defendants and judgm^t-d^Tto 
-tate of Mahadevgir for the purposes ol tLs'it and ^^ 

^'’®^«»‘‘“«tterof fact that Mahadevgir 
the time of h& death, he joins S ^ 
^ •patdy;. defendants, ;8ndaft^v- 
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tl'.eir deatli clefendantg 1 and 2, who are brotliers to eneli ottei aad f^onsitfs 
BOiis to M.diadevgir, find defendfiiit 3, ^ho was neither an agnate nor 
cognate relation to the deceased, as jiidgment-debtoiTs. Though they urged in 
the course of execution thit they were not ibe heirs or legal rep^'esentatives of 
the deceased judgment- debtors, the execution was proceeded with and the 
right, title aiui int rest of Mahadevgir in the plaint land vas sold with all the 
thiee defendants as on the record. No objection to the attachn.ent of 

the property seems to have been rais-ed by them in execution and the circum- 
stance of lite Sale having been made absolute in favour of the plaintiff, with 
the present defe: dants as Mahadevgiv’a legal leprcsentatives, has given rise to 
the contention on behalf of the plaintiff that they are found by the sale and 
made it necessary for me to frame the first issue in the casei 

This issue should have been raised in the original Court, but as it is one 
purely of law and as none of ’he parties would or could attempt to call 
evidence, 1 have framed it here and proceeded to determinu it myself. this 
connection I may remark at once that th^* contention of th? appellant’s pleader 
that the nature of the dfcbt should have been ir quit ad into has no force.' 'Uio 
plaint did not alldge that the debt was binding on Narayangir or that 
M ah idttvgir hid contracted it as manager and it was not competent to the 
appellant to make a new case in this Court* 

Though the present defendants cmld and should have objected to the 
plaint property being sold in execution as Mahadevgir’s property, their omission 
to do so does not estop them from raising the contention in this suitj not- 
withstanding the provisions of section 244 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 
and the reason is that the plai tiff as piu'chasur at a Court-sa'e is not a 
representative of the decree-boldor (L L. R 25 Bora. 631) and th^ provisions 
of the section which require that questions arising b^ween the parties to ' the 
suit in which the decree was pissed or their representat ves and relating to the 
execution, etc., >.h()uld he determined in course of execution and which' forbid 
a separate suit for the same do not come into play* 

No doubt in a snit bet'we-jn parties to execution or their representatives the 
question not raised in the course of execution could not be urged, but as a 
purchaser at a sale in execution is not a party to the suit (I. L. R. 35 . Bom. 
290) and a■^ he is a representative of none of the parties, there is no bar of 
section 244 or of section 13, Civil Procedure Code, to the defendants taking 
exception to the title of the plaintiff in this suit. 
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Mahadevgir’s interest, which came into exi-taiice with him died with him, 
because he was undivided co-parcener in a Hindu family and because the 
decree was a tuere moisey decree and no specific charge was created by him 
during his life-time and because the attachment had not been laid while he 
was alive. 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court, 
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JR, If. Desaif for the appellant (plainfcitf). K. 11, Kolktu, 
for the respondents. 

The following cases were cited : — Vmmmo Kunvn' bmiijal 
Kali Da6 Sanyal^^'^ ; MadJiusiuIaii Das v. Golhula Prui Chow- 
Ahurani^ s Bam Chandra Mnkoijec v. Rcnijit Siuffh^^^ j Tara Lai 
Singh V. Sarohur Sitigh^^l j Collector o/Janiipi'r v. Bltkul Das^’> ; 
Kmhnan v, Armaehalau^l ; Kashi tiuih MojcsIiioiU' x. Daji 
Pandufmg'Ci ; Trimlalc Jlamrao v. Gom'ndA^l j Mari get/ a v. JTagaf 
Sahem. 


CHAlTDivARKAE, J. :--Tho facts found by the lower appellak 
Court, on which the question of law arising upon this second 
appeal turns, are shortly these. 

Chimnaji valad Ramji brought a suit on a bond against 
Mahadevgir Guru. The latter having died du''ing the pendency 
of the suit, his widow Eahu and his brother Narayangir were 
brought by Chimnaji on the record as the deceased’s legal 
representatives. The suit ended in a decree, awarding the 
claim out of the property of the deceased. Before execution, 
both Rahu and Narayangir died. The decree-holder (Chimnaji) 
then brought on the record the present respondents as legal 
representatives of the deceased judgment-debtor, Mahadevgir, 
and applied for execution of the decree by attachment and sale 
of the property now in dispute. The respondents denied that 
they were tlie legal representatives of the deceased, and that 
they had any property of his which could bo liable for the 
decree. All these objections were, however, negatived by the 
Court executing the decree and the property in dispute was 
attached and sold. The present appellant, having purchased 
it at the Court-sale, sued to recover possession from the 
respondents. 

Both the Courts below have disallowed the claim on the 
ground that the property in dispute was the joint property of 


i k (1892) 19 CaU 683. 

'‘‘'H (1899)27 Cal. 34 
m (1899) 27 Cal 242, 237. 
■.,,«(l899) 27 Oal.407. 


■(») (1898) 28 Bom. 237, 241, 242. 


(5) (1902) 21 All. 291. 
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the deceased Mahadevgir and the rospondenh^ held by tbeiii as 
co-parceners in a joint Hindu family^ and that on Mahadevgir^s 
death the respondents having acquired an exclusive title to it 
by survivorship, the appellant obtained no title at the Court- 
sale vrhicli lie could legally assert as against the respondents. 

In the lower Court it was contended for the appellant that 
the respondents were debarred by the provisions of section 214? 
of the Code of Civil Procedure from asserting their title. That 
Court disallowed the contention, relying on the decision of this 
Court ill Magadal v. Boshi 

Act XIV of 1882, which applies to this case, laid down 
certain procedure as to the execution of a decree for money 
obtained against a person brought on the record as the legal 
representative of a deceased judgment-debtor. If such person 
denied his representative character, the Court executing the 
decree could either itself decide the question of representation 
or refer the parties to a separate suit : (‘^cction 244, last 
paragraph). Under section 252, the decree-holder could attach 
and sell the property of the legal representative in satisfaction 
of the decree under certain circumstances, viz,) when there 
was no property of the deceased in the possession of the legal 
representative and the latter had failed to satisfy the Court that 
he had duly applied such of the deceased^s property as had come 
into his possession. 

In the present ease, according to the finding of the lower 
appellate Court, the decree-holder Ohimnaji brought the 
property to sale, although lie knew that the respondents were 
not the deceased Mahadevgir^s legal representatives. The 
property was sold by the Court at the decree-holder’s instance 
as that of the deceased, So far it cannot be denied, and indeed 
the respondents’ pleader before us had to concede, that the 
question was one relating to the execution of the decree arising 
between the decree-holder and the respondents as judgment- 
debtors under section 252. It was, therefore, a question, in 
relation to them, falling within section 244 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure by reason of the explanation to section 64*7 of the 
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Code, that applications for tho esecuiiou of decrees are proceed- 
ings in suits. The respondents were bound to object to tho 
attachment and the sale under that section, so far as the decree- 
holder’s action ■was concerned. But they did not object. It is 
now contended that, whatever might have been the result if the 
decree-holder had been a party to the present suit> the dispute 
now is between the auction.purchaser, -who is a strangor to the 
previous suit and the execution proceedings therein, and tho 
respondents, and that, therefore, section 241 does not applj-. 
The answer to that contention is that, though an auction- 
purchaser at a Court-sale in execution of a decree is not a party 
to the suit in which the decree was passed and though he is not 
a representative of either the decree-holder or the judgment- 
debtor for the purposes of section 244, yet if the question 
raised by the judgment-debtor as to the legality of the Oonrt- 
sale is virtually one between the parties to the suit, and if in 
the decision and result of that question the auction-purchaser is 
interested, the judgment-debtor ought not to be allowed to 
attack the sale in a suit. That is upon the ground that 
he is ^ precluded by section 244 from raising the question 
as a defence in any proceedings other than those under 
that section. That is the law laid down by the Privy Council 
in PmwtHo Kumar Sandal v. Kalidas Sanyca^). In their 
judgment the ruling of the Madras High Court in Kuri^uU 
V. is referred to by their Lordships with approval. 

In that Madras case it was held that the question whether the 
property mentioned in tho decree was available for execution 
was one arising between the decree-holder and the judgment- 
debtor’s legal representative. So in the present case that is 
substantially the question. The test in all such cases is whether 
the ground upon which the Court-sale is attacked as conferring 
no title upon the auction-purchaser affects the parties to 
the suit and could have as between them been raised and 
determined under section 244 and whether the auction- 
purchaser, though not a party to that suit, is a party interested 
result. 
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This view is nofc inconsistent With but is supported by the 
judgment of this Court in Maganlal v. BobM which is 

relied upon by the lower appellate Court as warranting its con- 
clusion. In that case the question was simply between the 
judgment-debtor and the a< ic lion-purchaser j and therefore it 
was held that the question could be tried in a separate suit and 
that section 2^4 was no bar. But the judgment in that case 
e^cplains the Privy Council decision in Prosumo Kimar Sanyal 
V. Kalidas Sang<7l^^\ as applying where the question is virtually 
between the parties to a suit and the auction-purchaser is affected 
by its determination. 

For these reasons the decrees of the Courts below must be 
reversed and, the claim of the appellant allowed with costs 
throughout on the respondents. 

Jppeal allotted* 

B. B. 

{1} (1901} 25 Bom. 031, (2} J392) 19 OaL C83. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr, Justke Olianchsarlm' and Mr, Justice Seaton* 

JAGANNATH EAGHUNATH (obioinal PI,AI^'TI1?F), Appellakj, v , 
XAEAYAN L. SHETHE (OBIGINAL DeFEKDAHT), EESrOKDE23T.^* 

Hindis, Laic — Mitaksham-^Mayiihha — Kamathu — Laio governing Kardat/m 
who live in Bombay-^Succession — Anva dieya Stridkan — Preference between 
husband and son dom of adaUerom intercourse — Slmdras'^ Forms of 
marriage'^Fresuniption as to form« 

The Kamatlrlsj settled an Bombay, are governed for the purposes of ioherit* 
ance by the kw of the Mitaksbara and the Mayiikba, where they agree : btt 
where they differ, the Mayiikha law must prevail. 

The stridhm o? a female devolves on her death upon her husband in 
preferenee to the son born of her by adulterous intercourse. 

The law will, even among Sbudras, presume the marriage to have been 
a^jeording to the approved foims if the paities belonged to a respectable family* 

Appeal from the decision of Gulabdas Laldas^ First 0\m^ 
Subordinate Judge at Thana. 

First Appeal No. 91 of 1906* 
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Salt for declaration. 

The propoity in dispute belonged originall.\ to one Laxmibai, 
who had obtained it after maniage by way of gift from hoi 
husband in 189Ii. Las:mibai died in ls96, leaving a son 
Elshetti and a daughter Narsubai. 

Narsubai was married to one Naibinga,bub she dblnotlivt 
with him. She lived with Laxman (defendant No. 2) and had 
a son born of her by him. Narsubai died in 1903 .and a few 
months after her son also died 

In 1904, Narsinga sold the property in dispute to Jagannalb 
(plaintiff) . 

The plaintiff filed this suit to establish his title to the property 
and to recover possession of the same 

Elshetti having died, his son Narayan n as sued as defendant 
No. 1 and Laxman as defendant No, 2. 

It was contended for the defence that on Laxinibai^s death 
the property devolved equally on her son Elshctti and her 
daughter Narsubai; that Narsubai’s moiety descended on her 
death to her son and from him to defendant No 2. 


The Subordinate .Tudge held that the deed of sale by Naising 
to plaintiff was proved ; but he found that Narsing did not 
acquire any title to the property, which on Naisunai’s death 
davolvod upon her son. He, thcretorcj dismissed the suit. 


The plaintiff appealed. 

The appeal was heard by Chanda vaikar and Knight, JJ., on 
the 30th September 1907. Their Lordships leferred certain 
issues to the lower Oouit for trial ; and in doing so delivered 
the following interlocutory judgment. 

Chandavaekae, J. : — The important point in tliis case is what 
is the law by which the community called Kamathis— -to w^hich 
the parties belong— are governed. 

Court below the pleadings appear to have been framed 
the basis that according to the plaintift’ the law governing 
i ib©;^rMe3 Was that of the Mitakshara. According to the defend- 
.qSnts it was Jaw* of the Mayukha. But at the trial it 

V .i- V v,' i; ■(. ;■ 1 ) “ if ' ■■ _ i : 
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appears that reliance was placed by the defendants apparently 
upon the law of the Andhra School in Southern India, because 
the Kamathis had originally migrated from that part of the 
country where the Smriti Chandrika is the prevailing authority 
on Hindu Law. But whether this case was specifically made 
by the defendants is not quite clear from either the evidence or 
the judgment. And it appears from the judgment of the Subor« 
dinate Judge that he has relied upon the law of the Smriti 
Chandrika as being applicable to the parties. But no issue was 
raised to try that particular ease and accordingly the evidence led 
as to it is so meagre that we cannot come to any satisfactory 
decision upon it as it stands. It is conceded here as it was in 
the Court below that the Kamathis who have settled in Bombay 
and other parts of this Presidency originally came about 70 
years ago from some part of Deccan Hyderabad. That being 
common ground between the parties the question is : — What is 
the Hindu Law by which they were governed in the place from 
whence they have migrated ? And whether since their settle- 
ment here and in other parts of the Presidency they have 
adhered to it or adopted the law of the Mitakshara or Mayukha 
School prevailing in this Presidency. 

According to the decisions of the Privy Council, when any 
community or family of Hindus migrate from one place to 
another, they must be held to have adhered to the law of their 
original place if they have not changed their original manners, 
habits and customs and religious observances. We think there- 
fore that distinct issues must be raised to try these important 
points and that additional evidence should be taken. The issues 
will be as follows ; — 

(1) Whether the Kamathis settled in this Presidency have 
abandoned the manners and customs and usages of the place 
of their origin ? 

(2) Whether they have adopted the law of the Mitakshara 
and the Mayukha since their settlement in this Presidency ? 

The Subordinate Judge should record the evidence that might 
be adduced by the parties and return it to this Court within 
8 months with his findings thereon, 
b,678-S 
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Bombay; arc governed for the purposes of inheritance by the 
law of the Mitabshara and the Mayukha, where these agree ; 
where they differ, the Mayukha law must prevail. 

The property in dispute belonged originally to one Laxmibai. 
She had obtained it after marriage by way of gift from her hus- 
band on the 11th of January 1894. Therefore it became her 
itriilmn of the kind designated in Hindu Law as mihailwja or 
gift subsequent to marriage. Laxmibai died in 1896, leaving a 
son by name Elshetti and a daughter named Nar'subai. As 
was held by this Court in ilayaWas Ijuldas v, 8avihthui^^\ the 
amadJteya sfiUhan. of a woman descends on her death to her ^ons 
and daughters jointly, not to the daughters alone. Accordingly, 
the property in dispute was inherited by Narsubai and her brother 
Elshetti in equal shares. Narsubai died in 1903, and the question 
is, who inherited her moiety of the property ? It is proved from 
the evidence in the case that, although Narsubai was married to 
one Narsinga, yet she lived in adultery with respondent No. 2 and 
gave birth to a son. When she died, she left her surviving her 
husband and the son. The husband sold the property in dispute 
to the plaintiff on the 10th of June 1904. Respondent No. 2’s 
case in the Court below was that Narsubai became his lawful 
wife by marriage after she had obtained a divorce from Narsinga. 
The Subordinate J udge has held the divorce not proved, and 
we agree with him. The evidence to pi*ove it is of an 
unsatisfactory character and establishes no more than that 
Narsubai lived with respondent No. 2 and had a son by him. 

Now the question is, whether her moiety descended on her 
death to the son born of her in adultery or to her husband 
Narsinga ? 

It is contended before us that the son inherited, because the 
law as to ihidhan is that a woman's son is heir to it before her 
husband. But that law applies to a married woman, that is, one 
whose marriage was celebrated according to one of the recognised 
forms. When the text-writers say that the stridhan of a married 
.woman, who has died without issue ", goes to her husband, 
. was* married in one of the approved forms, the words 


d) (1909) see aide p. 385. 
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woman^ issue and husband were intended to be used as 
correlative! or, as Vijnaneshwara in another part of the Mitak* 
shara terms in the praii yougila, sense, to show that the issue 
contemplated was issue of the woman by her husband and none 
else. Therefore! where a woman was married according to the 
approved forni! the term dies without any issue means issue 
of that marriage. There is no authority whatever in the Hindu 
Law for the proposition, which is contended for by Mr. Pradhan, 
that, when the competition is between the husband and a son born 
of the woman by adulterous intercourse, that son supersedes the 
husband as heir to the stridhan. 

It is next contended by ifr. Pradhan that we must presume 
under the circumstances of this case that the marriage of Narsu- 
bai with Narsinga was according to the unapproved form. That, 
however, is not the law. See iltissumat Tliahoor Deyhee v. 
Uai Baluh Gojalai v. Shreemmt Shahajifao Maloji 

Baje Bkosle^^\ Even among Shudras, the law will presume the 
marriage to liave been according to the approved form, if the 
parties belong to a respectable family. The Karaathis are an 
intelligent and respectable section of the Hindu community. We 
must, therefore, act upon the presumption that the marriage of 
Narsubai was according to one of the approved forms. Under 
these circumstances, the plaintiff obtained a valid title from the 
sale of the property to him by Narsubai^s husband, and, therefore, 
he is entitled to half a share in the property in dispute. 

We reverse the decree and allow the plaintiffs claim to the 
extent of a moiety of the property. 

Costs throughout in proportion. 

We also direct an inquiry as to mesne profits of a moiety of 
the property from the institution of the suit until — 

(i) The delivery of possession to the decree-holder, or 

(ii) The relinquishment of possession by the judgment-debtor 
with notice to the decree-holder through the Court, or 

(iii) The expiration of three years from the date of the decree, 
whichever event first occurs. 

n. u. 

a) <1866) il M. L A, 139. m (189^) 17 Bom. 414. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before 2ir, Judite Qhandavarlcar and Mr* Justice Seaton. 

YELLAPPA BiK BAMAPPA KUBI (obx&ikae DefenDjINt ISTo. 2 ), 
Appellakt, AIABLiHGAPPA bin CHAVADAPPA and another 
(OK iaiNAL Plaintiefs), Bespondents ^ 

Shetsanach f* lands-^BuIes framed under Act XT of 18o2 (Bombay) |-»* 
Goimnment coniinmng the shetbcmadz lands to the family of the shetsanadi 
who is discharged by Government without any fault on his ^art-^Con^ 
thmanec on condtkon of paying full siumy assessment on the lands^ 
Subsequent resumption of the lands by Govaurnent 

Oil tlic deEib. Ill 1865 of tlic then shetscinadi) one P, Govcinment appointed 
one Y as the new shetsanadi , hut nndei the i iiles fi imed under Bombay Act 
XJ of 1852, Government coutmutd the shetsanadi laiidb to the family of B 
on condition of then pa^jing full survey assessment on the lands. The 
renmnentioii of Y wis made payable out of the extia assessment leoovered xn 
1005 Government losumed the lands and handed them over to Y for liis 
seivices. 

EeU, that both the order jiabscd in 1863 and the action taken under the rule 
flamed under Bombay Act XI of 1852 had m law the effect of converting the 
land from shetsanadi vaian into a rayatwari holding and investing tho holder 
of the land with tho lights of an oidinary occupant, entitled to it, so long as he 
paid the sinvey tissessment. 


^ Fust Appeal No. 1 of 1908. 

f i he 5//.^ is one holding I snud oi gi in t of lands £oi military oc vu.c, 
applied espitially t> a lotai raibtn acting also as iiol cc and garrisons oi forts 5 also 
an assignment 01 giant of rev omie of land foi certain services; the assignment, as 
well as the office, may be heiuhtaiy — ^*6 Glossary of Anglo-Indian Termi 

t h The Honourable the Govcrnoi in Council affirms the xninciple that the lands 
of a shetsanadi are liable to bo resumed and giv^eu to another if the holder mis- 
conducts himself. In leseiving this right, hov.cver, the Governor in Council rules that 
it shall he exorcised only in cases of extreme misconduct. 

3. In ordinary cases oi misconduct the dlsnis^ed shehanadi^ill he allowed to 
remain in possession of the land, hut the lands vv ill ho subjected to full assessment 
and to a further payment, if necessary, to make up the remiineiation of the person 
employed to perform service. 

5 .^ it mhemyet B> shetsanadi u discharged without fatilt because the seiviceis no 
Iwpfr the land will remain in his possession subject to the survey assessment 

dmaond nan hemadeu 
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Mddi also, tliat tlie procoedings of 1905 wero on tlie supposition that wliat 
wijs doiio in 1865 on B\ death Iiad the effect of continning the lands in dispute 
as one reserved for shetsanadi service ; bat that nas not its effect, and the 
pioceeclings in question weie nUra mes* 

AppEAh from the decision of T. D. Fry^ District Judge of 
Dharwar. 

One Bashya was the registered slieisanadt and as such certain 
lands were continued to him hy Government free from assess- 
ment as remuneration for his services. 

On his death in 1865, Government appointed one Vellappa as 
the new shelscmacU ; but under the rules framed under Bombay 
Act XI of 1852, Government continued the lands to the family 
of Bashya on condition of paying to Government full survey 
assessment on the lands. The remuneration of the new sliei- 
smtach\ Yellappa, was arranged to be paid out of the extra 
assessment thus levied. 

Yellava, the mother and heir of Bashya, was in enjoyment of 
the lands. She sold them to the plaintiffs in 1876, 

In 1883, on the application of Yellappa, Government started 
an enquiiy into the question whether they could resume the 
lands and place them in Yellappa^s possession. It was decided 
that they could not. In 1905, Govciuiment again started a 
similar enquiry, resumed the lands and placed them in Yellappa^ 
possession. 

The plaintiff filed this suit against the Secietary of Stale for 
India in Council (deienJant No 1) and Yellappa (defendant 
No 2), to obtain a declaration of title and to recover possession 
of the lands. 

The defendants contended mte? aha that the orders complained 
of by the plaintiffs were legally passed under the rules framed 
under Bombay Act XI of 1852. 

The District Judge decreed the plaintiffs^ claim holding that 
they were not liable to eviction under the rules. The grounds 
of bis Judgment were expressed as follows ; — ' 

The heirs of the deceased had to pay full asscssmoat to Goveininetit and had 
m further obligation of any sort. It need haitlly be added that they wore in 
no way concerned wffh the manner m which (Government might deal with the 


561 


1910. 


YiniiAim 

D* 

MABniHU- 



562 


THE INDIAN LAW BIPORTS. [VOL. XXXIV. 


I9i0, 


YBI.IiAlP]pA 


1 ). 




1 

I 



assessment levied. Tliej eeased to be sheUmadu and no longer enjoyed tlio 
ojsemptioii wliicb had been allowed them %vliile they were still shetsmtadu. 
From the date of the Collector’s order they became ordinary ofecnpants as 
defined in section 3 (16) of the Land Revemie Code and it will hardly be 
suggested that, holding as they did in that capacity, their alienee would legally 
be subjected to the treatment meted out to him in this ease. 

Cleaily the Collector was following this last rule when he passed the order 
which I have quoted. As I read that lule it gave the shetsamdi an occiip-' 
ancy ** on full assessment in lieu of his more favoured tenure. If the services 
of Bashya had been dispensed with during his lifetime, he would have become 
an Oldinary occupant with nothing whatever to distiuguibh him from the 
ordinary ray at whose lights are hereditary and transferable. If on his death 
the Collector has taken away the land itself, he would have been treating the 
family with the severiiy allowed only in case of evtreme misconduct. 

When it Is remembered that these rules provided for the remuneration of 
the person perfoimiing the service, it seems clear that Government did not and 
could not look foi further liability in that land. They resumed *’ the land 
in the sense in uluch that teim is generally understood when applied to inam 
land. In other woids they make it Lhalsa and with this imposition of full 
assessment the fiivourod tenure of the sheisa7iadi became the occupancy ” of 
the ordinary cultivator. 

The Collector following as in duty bound the directions of Government levied 
full assessment omtho land of a shetsmiadi the continuance of whose office was 
no longer necessary, and on condition of payment of full assessment granted the 
occupancy to the shefianadi heirs. There the relations between Government 
and the occupants ceased and I can imagine no circumstances which could 
legally justify the removal of these occupants or those claiming under them 
with a view to the of their lights to the person holding the office of 

the iJmUmmlu 


I am not dealing lieio with what might be equitable. I look on the matter 
from the strictly legal point of view and my conclusion is that Government had 
no better right to vest the plaintiff than they would have to eject the neigh- 
bouring tenant on the ground that his land should preferably be with the 
Kulkarni as part of his remuneration. 

I hold that no particle of liability other than payment of assessment adhered 
to the land when it was continued to Bashya’s heirs (even if any liability ever 
existed) and that these heirs had as much right to alienate their holding as is 
in the case of all occupants under the Land Eevenue Code and 
, ^ ^ . i^wider the case as I may I cannot perceive any alternative to this finding. 






iefeEdanb No. 2 appealed to tlie Higli Couri 
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OEiHSTBAV'AEKA.Ej J. :~It has iiot been contended befoi^e ms, nor 
docs it citppcar to have been conteiidetl in tlio Court below* by 
cither of the defendants, that the orders passed, and the action 
taken by the Collector in consjqucace ol those orders in 1865, 
were illegal* One of the rules then in force and having the 
force of law under Act XI of 1852 provided that in case of the 
discharge of a sMmmii without fault ” but because his service 
was no longer required, liib shehimacli land sliould be allowed to 
remain in his possession, subject to the survey assessiiient, and 
that no iurther demand could bo made. And this is subbtantially 
what the Coilecfcor did in respect of the land in dispute on the 
death of Basliya in 1865. The shekamdi service required of 
Bashya^s branch of the family was dispensed with upon the 
ground that there was no necessity for it j full survey assessment 
was imposed upon the land ; and Bash j a^s heir was allowed to 
remain in possession, subject to tlie survey assessment. After 
that, no further demand could be made fiom the person let into 
possession on that condition. Both the order passed and the 
action taken under the lule had in law the etftct oi converting 
the land from a into a Tf^j/cduMfi holding and 

investing the holder of the land with the right j of an onliiiary 
occupant, entitled to it so long as he paid the survey assessment. 

But it is urged for the appellant, who was the 2ud defendant 
in the Court below, that in 1865 the Collector also entered the 
land in the appellant's name in the rt venue rtcouls as a 
Banadi holding and that he also oidercd a | oitiun ot the amount 
of the assessment payable by Bashya to be paid to the appellant 
for his services as a shetsancuU. The appellant^b pleader has not 
been able to show why the land was entered in his clieiit^s name 
in the revenue records as a skeisanadi contrary to the 

implication of the rule Jmst mentioned. The action taken under 
that rule conferred a ceitain right upon Bashya’s heir ; and the 
mere entry could not affect that right or preserve that as a vatan 
which, in vittue of the action of the authorities iincler or on the 
analogy of the rule, had ceased to partake of that character. 
The land was not made over to the appellant ; nor were its 
profits as such charged with the remuneration for his services 
as a He had held the office of Bli$kci%(idi independ- 
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1910* enily of ihis land in Bashya^s lifetime; and on the laiter^s 
T^y,T.A.CTA' death all that was done was that his remuneration for that 
*** service was increased and the enhanced auiount was made 

MAbliko^ I 1 . -I 

ABBA. payable, not from the land m dispute, but out of the assessment, 
payable to Government by its occup mt. That was an arrange- 
ment between the appellant and Government, which could not 
prejudice the rights of Bashya’s heir in the absence of any law 
affecting that right* 

The proceedings adopted by the Collector in 1883 and in 1905, 
on which the appellant relies in support of his case, were on the 
supposition that what was done in 1865 on Bashya’s death had 
the effect of continuing the land in dispute as one reseined for 
siketmmdi service. Thit was not its effect and the proceedings 
in question weie, in our opinion, ultra vhes of the Collector, 

This is the conclu-^Ion ariived at by the learned District Judge 
in his lucid judgment, and we entirely agree with him. 

His decree undei appeal must be confirmed with costs. 

Decree conji'i med^ 

n. n* 


OEIGI.'JAL CIVIL. 



Bffore Mr, Jnsfiee Maeleod 

JOHN GEOEGE DOBSON, v THE HRISHNA 

MILLS, Lfn , DErEN*i>\Nrs 

jCeiters Patent, darner 12 and 1^^-^Cause of action arising partly within 
jnnschction — Faither cause of action cnnsing wholly outside jnrudic^ 
iton-— Joinder — Time of appheatioiu 

An application imdei chuse li of ihe Letteis Patent to ]*oin a fuither cause 
of action arising vhoTy ontsid3 the jurisdiction, cm be made in a csse in 
which leave to sue has to bo obtained iindiT clause 12 , nor is tliei e anything in 
^hilise 14 to show thib this application must be made beiore fhe plaint is 
lied. There is nothing to prevent the plaintiff making the ar plication at any 
before the hearing, but it would ceitainly be advisable for him to make 
||ai tfme the plaint is presented. 






UliiSS 


^ Suit No* 64 of 1910, 
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PsocEBBiNOS in Chambers. 

The plaintifi*, liaving obtained leave to sne under danse 12 of 
the Letters Patent, took out a summons callinty on the defend- 
aiits to show cause why he should nut be allowed under clause 
14 of the Letters Patent to j dn a further cause of action arising 
wildly cutdde the jurisdiction. 

himrariUj appeared for the defendants to show cause. 

SkofU appeared for the plaintiff in support of the summons, 

Macleob, J. : — The pliintiff in this suit is a merchant carry- 
ing on business at Manchester in Jingland. The detendants are 
a Eegistered Company cat r dug on business at Beawar outside 
the jurisdiction of this High Court. In 1907 the plaintiff com- 
menced to contract with the defendants to sell their yarns which 
the defendants were to pay for in Bombay against docu* 
ments, and shipments of yarn wtre made in pursuance of such 
contracts. In I’espect ot one contract after a portion of the 
yarn contracted for had been til en delivery of by the defendants, 
they gave notice to the plaintiff that they would not take 
delivery of the remainder owing to inferioiity of quxlity. The 
plaintiS accordingly did not ship the balance and claims as 
damages the difference between the contract price and the market 
price at the date of the notice. I shall call this claim A. In 
respect of yarn shipped under another contract the defendants 
refused to tike delivery. The plaintiff claims the value of this 
shipment with interest and charges, I shall cill this claim B. 
In October 1907 the defendants consigned to the plaintiff in 
England 11 bales of yarn for sale and the plaintiff advanced £100 
against this shipment. The account sales showed a balance of 
£15 due to the plaintiff which the defendants have refused to 
pay and the plaintiff seeks to recover this sum from the defend- 
ants. I shall call this claim 0. It is obvious that in the case of 
claims A and B the cause of action arose only in part within 
the local limits of the Ordinal y Original Jurisdiction of this 
Court and that in the case of claim 0 the cause of action arose 
wholly outside the said limits. But in para 13 of the plaint it 
is merely stated that the cause of action in respect of the said 
edaims and in particular in respect of claim B arose partly in 
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Bombay within the jurisdiction of the Court, without any 
mentioii bein£> made that the cau^e of action in respect of claim 
0 arose wholly ont of the jurisdiction, 

Accordingly when the plaint was presented on the 25th 
Januaiy 1910 to the Judge in Chambers, leave was granted under 
clause 12 of the Letters Patent. 


The plaintiff then proceeded to take out this summons calling 
upon the defendant to show cause why he should not be per- 
mitted to join together in one suit the several causes of action 
set out or appearing in the plaint and proceed to trial at the 
same time upon all such causes of action in the suit as framed. 
The application is made under clause of the Letters Patent 
which is as follows t~ 

And Txe do hnthoi oidim tint plamtiii’ ha& several causes of action 

agaimt dcftnlant, smli ( nine's of ‘idion not being foi land or othei immoveable 
pioporty, tlio saul High Couit sliill have onginal -iiuisdiction m lespect of one 
of such causes of action, it shill be lawful foi the said High Cotiit to call on the 
defendant to show cause why the several causes of action should not be joined 
in one suit, and to m ike such Older foi tinl for the same as to the High 
C#int shall seem fit. 


The defendants have raised two objections ; 

(1) That an application under clause 14 cannot be made 
in a case in which leave has to bo obtained under clause 12 
in respect of the other causes of action, 

(2) That in any event the application should be made 
befoie the plaint is filed. 

Kow the Court has original jurisdiction in respect of a cause 
of action arising pirtly within the local limits provided the leave 
of the Court has fiiNt been obtained. Therelore in this ease as 
soon as leave had been obtained the Court had original juris- 
diction in respect of claims A and B, It then Ijecame lawful 
for the Court to call on the defendants to show cause why the 
of action in respect of claim 0 should not be joined 
I h jbha suit and there is nothing in clause 14 to show that 
pifck must be done before the plaint is filed. If no application 
isaxie under clause 14 that parfc of the plaint which 
claim 0 would be struck out as soon as the case came 
hut as far as I can see there is nothing to 
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prevent the plaintiff making the application at any time before 
the hearing. Howeverj apart from other circumstances, the 
measure of his success would probably depend on the application 
being made at the earliest opportunity, and it would certainly 
be advisable for a plaintiff to make an application under clause 
1 4 at the time the plaint is presented- On the merits I see 
no reason why the cause of action in respect of claim 0 should 
not be tried in this suit. Evidence will have to be taken 
regarding the contracts for purchases of yarn by the defendants 
from the plaintiff, and neither party will he embarrassed by the 
inclusion of evidence regarding the contract for the sale of yarn 
by the defendants to the plaintiff. 

Summons dhmlute. 


mo. 


3<Mn 

Gboeus 

Dobsok 

». 


K. K. 

Attorneys for tl e plaintiff: -Messrs Smdhom^ B^rne ^ Oo* 

Attorneys for the defendants: — Messrs. Bichmll^ Metwmji 
Romef» 


APPELLITE CIVIL. 


Before Sir Basil SeoU, Ktt Chief Justice, and Mr Justice Batchelor. 

YITHAL NAEAYAN EAEANDIKAE and othess (oeioinae Pdaintifps), 
ArrEBnANrs, v. MAEUTI NARAYA15T KALE, heie and leoaIi etpee- 
SENfAtrivE or STiJNBEABAI, deceased, and othees (oeiginal Deeenb- 
ants), Eespondents.’*' 

Wamil^ 2 ^ropeH^’^J}inslon under an award-^^Bfouse of residence — BroHhi* 
tion of sale hy a co^sharer of hii> portion to an outsider -^Fre^emption^ 
Construction — Ooufi-sale — Frohihition not effective* 

ku award andBi* winch family ptopertywas divided among co-sharers provided 
that in esase of a sale by any of the co-shai*ers of his portion of the house of 
residence he shotild seE it to his co-sharer for a certain snm and that he shonld 
not sell it to an ontsider until the expiration of two months fiom the date of 
a notice in writing saying that they (co-sharers) were not^ willing to htty it* 
Subsequently a portion of the house belonging to one co-sbarer having been sold 
im execution of a decree against him, it was purchased by an outsider. The 
* Second Appeal No. 155 of 1907* 
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sons of one of the other co-sharers> thereupon, having brought a snit for a 
declaiation that the Comt-sale was not binding upon them, 

Meld that the term of pre-emption m the award was contemplated attach 
to sales mide privately and willingly and not to attachment and sales 171 
inmtvM the judgment-debtor. 


Second appeal from the decision of V. V. Vagh, Joint First 
Class Subordinate Judge of Poona with appellate powers, 
confirming the decree of Gulabdas Laldas, First Class Suhordi* 
nate Judge. 

The facts of the ease were as follows : — 

Three eo^sharers Dattatraya, Narayan and Balvant effected 
partition of family property under an award of arbitrators dated 
the SOth November 1880. One of the conditions of the award 
was as follows : — 

In case of a sale by any of the brothers of his poition of the house of 
residence he should sell it to his brother for the aforesaid price (Es. 1,800). 
He should not sell it to an outsider until the expiration of two months from 
the date of a notice in writing saying that they (brotheis) are not willing to 
buy it. In case of making a mortgage of the same the brothers must have 
I precedence np to the amount of Bs. 1,700 and the term of notice in regard to 

sale shall hold good in cabe of moitgage. 



Afterwards one Sundrabai obtained a decree against Dattatraya, 
one of the co-sharers, and in execution got his share in the said 
house attached. Thereupon the present plaintiffs, that is, the 
sons of Narayan, another co-sharei% intervened by a petition and 
sought to have the attachment raised but their petition was 
distnissed for want of prosecution. The attached share of 
Dattatraya was then sold in the execution-proceedings and it 
was purchased at auction by one Vishnu Shankar Gore. 

After the Court-sale the plaintiffs, that is, the sons of Narayan, 
brought the present suit on the 26th July 1904 against Sundra- 
bai, the judgment-creditor of Dattatraya, as defendant 1, 
I Varvatibai, widow of Dattatraya the judgment-debtor, as 
ll^ljd^tndant 2, and Vishnu Shankar Gore, the auction-purchaser, 
4 defendant 3. The plaintiffs prayed among other things for 
;> |;4'|A|lecte:ation that Dattatraya^s share in the house of residence 
liable to be sold in execution of the decree against him, 
^r%h|.to receive E$« 1,800 as the value of the 
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share was liable to be sold under the terms of the award and 
that the execntion-sale was null and void. 

Defendant 1 was absent though duly served. 

Defendant 2 contended that the suit to enforce one of the 
terms of the award could lie. 

Defendant $ answered iuier alia that he had purchased the 
property at auction-sale for valuable consideration and that the 
provibion in the award was not capable of the construebion 
which the plaintiSs contended for. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the provision in the award 
was not binding on defendant 3 the auction- purchaser^ that the 
term in the award regarding the eo*sharer^s right of pre^^emption 
was not capable of bearing the interpretation sought to he put 
upon it by the plaintitfs and that defendants 1 and 3 who were 
strangers to the award were not bound by it. He, therefore, 
dismissed the suit. 

On appeal by the plaintiffs the Appellate Court relying on the 
decision in Shaikh Fercmd Ali v, Jshootosh Uoy confirmed 

the decree. 

The plaintiffs preferred a second appeal. 

S. V, Bhaudcifkaf for the appellants (plaintiffs) : — Our first 
contention is that what was attachable un<ler the terms of the 
award was the value of the Kshare in the house, namely, Es 1,800 
and not the portion of the house itself. Next we contend that 
the right of pre-emption runs with the property. It is nob 
purely a personal right. It is incident to or arises out of the 
ownership of immoveable property ; Karim Bakh Khm v. Phnla 

if, F. Bhat for respondent 3 (defendant 3) ; —The right of 
pre-emption as given aofl enjoyed by and custom is generally 
sought to be exercised in connection with transictions between 
individuals, The privilege does n )t attach to sales held at the 
instance of the Court in executioii of a decree : Shaikh Ftramd 
AU V. AshooUsh Mog Singh^K The language of the proviso in the 
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award dearly shows that the right of pre-emptioa was intended 
to apply to private sales and not to sales m invitwm the judgment- 
debtor. 

Scott, C. J. In this case the plaintiffs sue as heirs of 
Narayan Govind Karandikar to have it declared that a purchase 
at a Court-sale by the third defendant is not binding upon them. 
They based their claim upon the fact that by an award under 
which certain family property was divided between their father 
and his two co-sharers of whom one is the judgment-debtor, it 
was provided that in ease of a sale by any of the co-sharers of 
his portion of the house of residence he should sell it to his eo 
sharer for the aforesaid price of Rs. 1 , 800 , and that he should' 
not sell it to an outsider until the expiration of two months from 
the date of a notice in writing saying that they (the co-sharers) 
were not willing to buy it ^ 

^ It was held by the first Court that the correct reading and 
interpretation of the words “ii any one should have occasion to 
sell his share of the house of residence ” was that the term of 
pre-emption was contemplated to attach to sales made privatelv 
and willingly and that therefore the attachment and sale in 
imifum the judgment-debtoi was legal and proper. 

In the lower Appellate Court the same conclusion was arrived at 
upon the authority of S?mU Feramt AU v. AJiootosh Moy 
where the learned Judges say « the only other privilege which 
the brothers had left to them under the ikrar was the rio-ht to 
become purchasers by pre-emption of Mohabharut’s sharein the 
event of Mohabharnt sellings but Mohabharut has not sold his 
share. It has been sold it is true, but by the action of the Court 
m execution ot a decree passed against Mohabharut, which is 
pite a different thing. Moreover, if the plaintiffs Ashootosh 
^d Joykishen wished to purchase their brother's share they 
Wld easily have done so by bidding at the sale which took 
-- m execution of the decree.^’ These observations are 
^PplicQible to thci case befox^e us* 

i 

I i i . 9FW isw. ii.m. 
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It is argued, howeTer, on behalf of the appellants that upon 
the authority of Karim Bahl Klim v, PMla the right 
of pre-emption is a right running with the land. 

Whether the right of pre-emption in the present case is a 
right running with the land or not we do not decide, but if it is, 
it is not a right which will render the ipurchase in execution 
invalid. At most it would give the owner of the right a title 
to exercise that right as against the purchaser if th^ purchaser 
intended to sell voluntarily at some future date* 

We therefore dismiss the appeal with costs. 

Appeal iimimd* 

Q. B. R* 

CD (X8S6) 8 All. J02. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Sir Basil SeoU^ JL?*, Chief JuBtice, and Mr Jnstiee Bateh&lor* 

BASLIXCiAPFA PARAPPA akb othjes (origikax. Piaiktots), 
ArPELBAKis, V DHAEMAPFA J3ABAPFA AJ.B otulbs (origikab 

PpVLNBANTS), RFSPOKPbNrS." 

JBtihlic road — Eufit of marchng tn pioceislon mth a car — Suit for 
declaration of right — InjimUion lehtraining interference with the right 

riamtihs sued on belialf of tiieniselves and of other memheis of a leligious 
eomninnity to h ivo a declaration of their right of marching in pioeession with 
acai along a partienhr public load to certain temples and for an injimcstion 
restiainmg the defendants fiom inteifermg with the plaintiffs. The defend- 
ants contended that the plaintiffs had no right to maich along the road. The 
lowei CoEits dismissed the suit on the ground that the load being public the 
plaintiffs could not gue unless special damage were shown and proved. 

On second appeal hy the plaintiffs heldf reversing the decree and allowing 
the claim, that the suit was not for removal of a public nuisance but for a 
declaration of the right of an individual community to use the public road. 
Eveiy member of the public and e\Qij sect has a light to iiso the public stiest'^ 
in a lawful mannei’ and it lies on those who would restiain him* or it to show 
some law or custom having the foil © of law abrogating the privilege. 
Sadgopachanar v. A, Mama Maoin followed. 

* Second Appeal No. UO of 1007. 

(D (1902) 2G Mad. 270. 
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Second appeal from the decision of T. Walker, District Judge 
of Eelgaum, confirming the decree of E. P. Rego, Subordinate 
Judge of Saundatti. 

Suit for declaration and injunction. 

The plaintifls who were members of a community called 
Halgars or Devangs of the village of Deshnur sued the defend- 
ants alleging that they had built a temple at Deshnur and 
dedicated it to the Goddess Banshankari, that they had con- 
structed a car for procession to neighbouring temples, that in the 
year 1904 they had applied to the District Magistrate for the 
necessary permission and that the defendants having opposed 
the application, the Magistrate referred the plaintiffs to a Civil 
Court. The plaintiffs, theiefore, prayed for a declaration of their 
right to march in procession with the car along the road which 
passed through two gates called the Mulla Agashi and Durga 
Agashi and for an injunction restraining the defendants from 
interfering with the plaintiffs’ right. 



The defendants, who were members of the Lingayat commu- 
nity, answered inter alia that the suit was not maintainable 
in a Civil Court, that the plaintiffs had no right to move in 
procession along the road mentioned in the plaint and that the 
plaintiflTs had built the temple and constructed the car simply to 
annoy the defendants who had dwelling houses on both sides of 
the said road. 

!Kie Subordinate Judge found that the road in dispute was 
public, that the defendants had a right to object to the plaintiffs’ 
passing in procession on the road and that the suit must fail as 
the plaintiffs had not proved any special damage to them. He, 
therefore, dismissed the suit 

On appeal by the plaintiffs the District Judge was of opinion 
thati&n the merits the plaintiffs were entitled to succeed but 
^ relying on the decisions in Sathu vdad Kadir Samar e v, Ilrakni 
valad Mirza Aga^'^ mS Kazi Sujandin Y. Madhavdas^^\ he 
i’ rti^rmed the decree on the ground that without proving special 
’^e plaintiffs could not succeed. 


) (1693) 13 Bom. 698, 
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Weldon, with iV. A. SUvsehtarhar for the appellants (plaintiffs). 

(?. 5 Mulgaumiar for the respondents (defendants). 

Scott 0 J. ; In this case the plaintiffs sue on behalf of 
themsf-lves and of other membeis of a religion- community at 
Deshnur to have a declaration of their right of marching in 
procession with a car along a particular public road to certain 
temples, and for an injunction restraining the defendants from 
interfering with the plaintiffs. 

The suit arises out of an application made by members of tho 
plaintiffs’ community to the District Magistrate under the local 
Police Kules for permission to hold the procession and to march 
with the car along the road. The Magistrate not being convinced 
of their legal right so to use the public road referred them to a 
Civil Court for a declaration of that right. 

The members of another religious community who occupy land 
abutting upon the road at a point where the width of the road- 
way is defined by two gates called Mulla Agashi and Durga 
Agashi, have put in a written statement denying tho right of 
the plaintiffs to march along the road. 

In the first Court it was found that the road was a public 
road, but it was held the plaintiffs’ suit must fail as the road 
being public the plaintiffs could not sue unless special damage 
were shown and proved, and reference was made to Satht valad 
Kadir Sausare v. Ibrahim Aga mlad Ilirza JyaW and Kazi 
Bujandin v. Madhavdas’^^^ in support of that decision. The suit 
was, therefore, dismissed and that decree was affirmed by the 
District Judge. 

In appeal before us it was contended for the respondents that 
the plaintiffs wished to conduct along the road a car which was 
too large to pass through what was properly speaking the public 
road as defined by the space between the two gates which we 
have already referred to. We, therefore, remanded the ease for 
a finding as to whether the car of the plaintiffs could pass through 
the two gates. The lower Court found that it could pass. It 
was then contended by the respondents that the car which had 
been submitted for measurement to the lower Court on this 
0) <1877) a Bom. 457. (3) ft893) 18 Bom. 693, 
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ibsue was not tbe car which the plaintiffs had originally wished 
to conduct in procession. We then referred that question to the 
lower Court and it was held that the car was the same car. The 
question^ therefore^ is whether the plaintiffs have a light to 
conduct in religious procession a car which is not too wide to 
pass along the public road. 


There has been no obstruction of their right but the defendants 
in consequence of the course taken by the District Magistrate 
have denied the right claimed by the plaintiffs. 

The suit is not for the removal of a public nuisance hut for a 
declaration of the right of an individual community to use the 
public road. It is^ therefore, a suit which raises the same question 
as that which was the subject of the decision in Bailgopaclmriar 
V. Hama in which the Court held that the correct view 

is that every member of the public and every sect has a right to 
use the public streets in a lawful manner and it lies on those 
who would restrain him or it to show some law or custom having 
the force of law abrogating the privilege. That case was appealed 
to the Privy Council and their Lordships of the Judicial Com- 
mittee held that the decision of the lower Court was perfectly 
right that all members of the public have equal rights in public 
roads. 



We^ therefore, allow the appeal, reverse the decree of the lower 
Court and declare that the plaintiffs have a right to march in 
procession with their car along the public road referred to in the 
plaint and^we pass an injunction restraining the defendants 
from interfering with the plaintiffs in the exercise of that right. 

Although we have decided the question of civil right and 
granted an injunction in the terms prayed for, it must not be 
supposed that by so doing we intend in any way to fetter the 
discretion of the District Magistrate in passing such orders 
as he may be entitled to pass with reference to the procession 
toder the Police Act Rules or any other relevant rules for the 
iihne being in force. 

4r ^^ospondents must pay the costs throughout. 

Decree Tetened. 

a. B. 
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Before Mr* Justice OTimdamrlcaf uni Mr* Jmiiee Heaton* 

TEIMBAK EAMKBISHIfA EANABE (OEiaiKAL Plaiktipp), AymiiAHi?, 1010. 
13 * HAEI LAXMAH EANABl anp othees (obiginal Bepenbakts), 
Bespokdbnts* ' * ■ 


Chll Procedure Code (Act XIF qflS82), sec* $5S'^Ad/nstment or payment of 
decuc'^Adjmtmmt not certified iotlw Court — Becree^Koldcr acting upon the 
adjustment and receiving money — Application to execute the decree’^ 
JBstoppel hg conduct — Indian Evidence Act (I of 1S72% sec* US* 


A docim was adjusted outside the Comt. Ho notice was giren to tlio Court 
of tile adjustment ; and its sanction was not taleu under seotion 258 of tiio 
Civil Pioceduro Oodo of 1882. The decree-liolder received payments under tlie 
adjustment and after some time applied to execute the decree irrespective 
of the adjustment. The judgment-debtor pleaded the adjustment a» a bar to 
exeeution* The decito-holcler contended that the adjustment not having been 
certified to the Court# it could not recognise it as valid but was bound to 
execute the decree. The SiibordinateJ/udge overruled the contention holding 
that as the deoiee-holder had, after %e adjustment, received lor several years 
moneys under it, he was estopped by conduct under section 115 of the Indian 
Evidence Act, 1872. 

that the view of the Suhoidmate dudge gave the go-by to the plain 
language of the last paragraph of section 258 of the Oiul Piocediire Coda, 
1882* 

There m no room left by the law for the operation of the Uw of estoppel in 
the matter of execution The last paragraph of section 258 enacts a apecial law 
for a special purpose whereas section 115 of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872 , 
relates to the general law of estoppel ; and the principle is that a special law 
overrides for its purposes the general law. 

Per CmamdatamkaMj J.-^-Eiaudulent executions of decrees must ha dia* 
couraged by the Courts whenever they come to their notice 5 and decree-holders, 
who enter freely into adjustments outside the Court and do not certify them m 
required by law, but fraudulently apply for execution^ ignoring the adjustment, 
should bo dealt with under the crinunsl law. 

Pm* Ms ATOM, J.-— The purpose of section 258 of the Civil Procedure Codoj 
1882, }0 that the Court shall have complete knowledge of all that is done towards 
the satisfaction of its eoree. 


II; 



*F. A. No. 216 of 1008. 
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Appeal from the decision of M. V. Kathawate, First Class 
Subordinate Judge of Ahmednagar. 

Proceedings in execution. 

The decree, of which the execution was sought, was passed in 
189S and was confirmed in appeal in 1895. It directed partition 
of property between the plaintiff and the defendants, who were 
members of a joint Hindu family. The plaintiff was, under the 
decree, awarded annually a 1/lSth share of the income of the 
family property. It was also directed that the parties should 
pay in equal shares the debts due by the family to outsiders. 


In 1899, the parties entered into an arrangement, whereby the 
plaintiff relinquished his share in the family property to the 
defendants, and the defendants undertook to pay plaintiffs share 
in the family debts and also to pay to the plaintiff Rs. 125 every 
year for his maintenance, and Es. 100 to his daughter. After 
the arrangement, the plaintiff continued to receive payments 
from the defendants. The Court was not informed of the arrange* 
ment, nor was its sanction obtained under section 258 of the 
Civil Procedure Code, 1882. 


The plaintiff applied to execute the decree. The defendants 
contended that the arrangement which was acted upon by the 
plaintiff barred the execution. The plaintiff replied that the 
deed evidencing the arrangement was taken from him under 
coercion and undue influence ; but he led no evidence to prove 
his allegation. 



The Subordinate Judge found that the plaintiff had acted under 
the arrangement and was receiving thereunder payments from 
the defendants, who had also to liquidate a portion of the 
plaintiff’s share in the family debts. He rejected the application 
for execution on the following grounds 

i “It ssOTistometliattlia plaintiff is estopped by his conduct from repudiating 

^ j I j lit. And h« cannot now execute the decree. Section 258 prevents the executing 
. ' :0wtt from recognieing payments or adjustments not certified to it and not 
r .tsfednoned by it. It does not affect the law of estoppel as laid down by 
. (feefion 116 of tibe Evidence Act.” 

; i. plida^ appealed, to the High Court. 
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Q. K, Bmiehaf for the appellant A decree-holder has to 
certify adjustment of a decree to the Court ; but if he fails to do 
so, it is equally open to the judgment-debtor to move the Court. 
If, notwithstanding this, the judgment-debtor continues making 
payments which are not certified to the Court, the decree-holder 
is not thereby estopped from executing the decree. Section 115 
of the Indian Evidence Act does not apply here ; it is, at the 
most, a rule of evidence and nothing more. 

8. K. Sane and 8. K. Godhole for the respondents : — ^The 
plaintiff has in the execution proceedings admitted to have 
received certain payments from the defendants. These payments 
should, in any event, be credited in defendants’ favour. See 
Oopal Das V, Ganga 

Ohandavarkae, J. : —The darJchast, in respect of which this 
appeal is preferred, was presented for the execution of a decree 
for partition dated the 4th of July 189S. By that decree the 
appellant was awarded annually a l/13th share of the income 
of the property belonging to him and his co-parceners, and it 
was also declared that they should pay in equal shares the 
debts due from them, as members of a joint Hindu family, 
to outsiders. 

By the present darJehast the appellant sought, in execution of 
the decree, for his share of the income due tor IS years immedi- 
ately preceding the darkhast. He also asked the Court to 
determine his share of the debts and to deduct it from his share 
of the income awardable under the daiihast. 

The application for execution was opposed by the respondents 
on the ground that the appellant had in November 1899 by 
a deed relinquished his annual share of the income awarded to 
him by the decree, in consideration of receiving from the 
respondent Vishnu, Rs, 125 a year as maintenance. 

The appellant admitted execution of the deed but pleaded 
that he had executed it under coercion. He led no evidence, 
however, in the lower Court to substantiate that defence. The 
Subordinate Judge held coercion not proved. 
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(1) (1888} All. vr N, 115, 
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But it was contended before him by the appellant that, as 
the arrangement under the deed was pleaded as an adjustment 
and satisfaction of the decree outside the Court, and had not 
been certified to it as required by section 258 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure (Act XIV of 1882), the Court could not recognise 
it as valid but was bound to execute the decree. 


The Subordinate Judge overruled the contention, holding 
that, as the appellant had, after executing the deed, received 
for several years moneys under it, he was estopped by conduct 
under section 115 of the Indian Evidence Act. 



This view of the Subordinate Judge gives the go-by to the 
plain language of the last paragraph of section 258 of Act XIV 
of 1882, which was in force at the time of this darMiask It 
says that a Court which is asked to execute a decree for money 
shall not recognise for the purposes of execution any adjust- 
ment of it, whole or partial, or any payment, made outside 
the Court and not certified to it as required in the preceding 
part of the section. When the law directs that such adjust- 
ment or payment “ shall not be recognised ” for the purposes, 
of execution, it means that the adjustment or payment, as the 
case may be, should be treated as an invalid or void transaction, 
so far as the executing Court is concerned. There is no room 
left by the law for the operation of the law of estoppel in the 
matter of execution. The last paragraph of section 258 of Act 
XIV of 1882 enacts a special law for a special purpose, whereas 
section 115 of the Indian Evidence Act relates to the general 
law of estoppel ; and the principle is that a special law overrides 
for its purposes the general law. As held by the Privy Council 
in GoMl Mandar v. Pndmmmd Singld^'^, ‘Hhe essence of a 
Code is to be exhaustive on the matters in respect of which it 
declares the law, and it is not the province of a Judge to dis- 
regard or go outside the letter of the enactment according to its 
I true construction.” 

. The Subordinate Judge has disallowed the also on 

iJj ji|* ground that the appellant is not entitled to seek execution 
-4',^, tes]^tct of his share of the income before paying his share of 

M.' 
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th,e debts due to creditors by both the appellant and the respond-* 1®!®* 
ents as co-parceners in a joint Hindu family. But the decree Teikbak 

does not make the payment by the appellant of his share of 
the debts a condition precedent to his right to receive his share Habi 
of the income. The decree merely declares by way of an 
independent provision that the debts shall be paid equally by 
the co-parceners. 

This is conceded by the respondents’ pleader before us. 

Upon these grounds the order in execution appealed from 
must be reversed and the darMast remitted to the lower Court 
for fresh hearing and disposal. 

In dealing with the darMaai it will be competent for the 
Subordinate Judge to consider whether, apart from the appel- 
lant s right to execute the decree in spite of his deed, his conduct 
in seeking execution has been fraudulent so as to render him 
liable to a criminal prosecution. Fraudulent executions of 
decrees must be discouraged by the Courts whenever they come 
to their notice; and decree-holders, who enter freely into adjust- 
ments outside the Court and do not certify them as required 
by law, but fraudulently apply for execution, ignoring the 
adjustment, should be dealt with under the Criminal Law. 

It will also be competent for the Subordinate Judge, in deal- 
ing with the darUmt, to consider whether under section 258 
of Act XIV of 1882, the respondents’ plea of adjustment outside 
the Court, put in as a defence to the darkhast, can be treated as 
notice, to the Court, of the adjustment, satisfying the provisions 
of the section regarding certification, so as to warrant the Court 
in holding that the decree, having been wholly satisfied, accord- 
ing to law, is no longer capable of execution. On this point 
I express no opinion. 

Costs of the darUasi hitherto incurred in the lower Court 
and here to abide the result. 

r ® matter which is substan- 

tially disposed of on a preliminary point, and wrongly disposed 
of, and therefore it must be remanded to the lower Court to be 
disposed of on its merits. 

li 
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Curiously enough, I say curiously, because after hearing what 
this matter is about, it so strikes me j no one concerned appears 
to doubt that we are dealing with a thing which is an adjust- 
menl of a decree. It seems to me that the question arises at 
the very outset whether this is an adjustment of a decree at 
all ; or whether it is a transfer of a right acquired under a 
decree, which is quite a different thing. If it is the latter no 
question under section 258 of the old Code of Civil Procedure 
arises at all. 


However, it has been assumed that the matter is an adjust- 
ment of a decree and that we are concerned with section 258. 
The lower Court has taken this view and has come to the 
conclusion that section 258 prevents the executing Court from 
recognising the adjustment in this case ; but has decided, not- 
withstanding, that the plaintiff is estopped from seeking execu- 
tion of the decree. On this point I concur with my learned 
colleague that there is not any estoppel. 


Therefore, we are left to deal with the matter as an adjust- 
ment of the decree and to enquire what is the effect of 
section 258. 

In my opinion section 258 of the Code of Civil Procedure of 
1882 provided or intended to jarovide that the Court executing 
a decree should record as certified any payment or adjustment 
of the decree certified by the decree-holder or of which in- 
focmation and satisfactory proof were given by the judgment- 
debtor. That section laid down a special procedure for the 
case in which the judgment-debtor appeared as an applicant 
desiring that a payment or adjustment should bo recorded as 
certified. The law also, in the Limitation Act, provides a 
pieriod within which this special procedure may be followed. 



In fact however that is not the only way in which a judg- 
itent-debtor informs the Court of a payment or adjustment, 
seldom adopts the special procedure provided by section 258, 
5 more often, as in this case, when the decree-holder has 
for execution and the judgment-debtor has received 
;e application, he pleads, in answer, a payment or 


& lease Ijefore the jndgiiieill-debiiir'. 
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asserts an adjustment of tbe decree and the decree-holder 
denies it ; were the Jaw to follow its usual course^ the Court 
would enquire and decide whether that adjustment is proved 
and if it found the adjustment to be proved, would treat it so far 
as it went as an answer to the decree-holder^ claim. # 

This would be in consonance with the whole spirit of our 
Code and with the express provisions of section 244* 

It was however necessary, or at least desirable, to provide foi? 
the particular case in which a judgment-debtor should appear, 
not as an opponent contesting a claim in execution, but of his 
own initiative as an applicant seeking to establish a pa} nient or 
adjustment of the decree. Section 253 deals only with this 
particular case and with payments certified by the decree- 
holder. 

It is however supposed that the Court is debarred from 
recognising in any way any payment or adjustment ixnless it is 
certified by the decree-holder or proved by the judgment* 
debtor in accordance with the special procedure provided by 
section 258. To so suppose is to lun counter to the provisions 
of section 244 which provide that the Court executing the 
decree shall determine any question between the parties relating 
to the discharge or satisfaction of the decree, and if what is 
supposed to be the effect of the law be in truth its effect, it 
leads to a very singular result ,* for it means that a decree-, 
holder may fraudulently apply to execute a deci-ee twice over ; 
and the Court is prohibited from enquiring whether there is or 
is not a fraud j and this in spite of the fact that the decree- 
holder seeks to debar the Court from enquiring into the fraud, 
by the device of refusing to do what the law says he must do. 

If that be the effect of the law, then all I have to say is that 
the law intends the Court to he used, in this kind of matter, 
not as an instrument of Justice but as an aid to fraud. And, as 
experience has shown, this is the very effect, where the law is 
understood to mean, what I am contending it does not and 
cannot mean. 

It is to me abundantly clear that the legislature never 
intended such a result as an encouragement of fraud. Do the 
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words of the law compel it ? I think not ; though section 258 
is doubtless worded in such a way as to invite misunderstand- 
ing. The final clause of section 258 runs thus : Unless such 
a payment or adjustment has been certified as afoiesaid, it shall 
not be recognised as a payment or adjustment of the decree by 
any Court executing the decree/^ 

The purpose of section 258 is that the Court shall have 
complete knowledge of all that is done towards the satisfaction 
of its decree. When an application for execution is presented, 
the Court enquires from its own records what has been pre- 
viously done towards satisfaction. What it does not find on 
its own records it does not recognise : in this sense^ that it at 
the outset assumes that what is not recorded as paid or adjusted, 
still remains unpaid or unadjusted. But it is still open to the 
judgment-debtor to assert and prove that what the decree- 
holder claims under the decree is not due, having been paid 
or adjusted; and it is still incumbent on the Coiiit to go into 
the matter, if a contest on the point is raised. To state the 
result briefly, the final clause of section 258 raises a presump- 
tion, but does not limit the jurisdiction of the Court. This 
result appears to me to bo inevitable if section 258 be read not 
by itself as an isolated enactment containing a complete statement 
of the law on the matter it deals with, but as a part of a whole 
and with reference to its place in the scheme of the Code and 
its relation to other parts of the scheme. 

1 am aware that the views, which I have just expressed, are 
not those which are commonly held. At the same time lam not 
sure that the argument stated in that form has ever been dealt 
with in any of the decisions which are contained in the Bombay 
Series of the Law Eeports ; and if that be so, seeing that the 
question does directly arise in this case, I think it may well be 
considered m the Court, which is to deal with this matter, and I 
should both he interested and pleased to see the case, if again it 
comes before the High Court, argued on the lines I have indicated. 
4 ^ ^ perhaps out of my way to express this opinion; 

is a matter which nearly affects the reputation of our 
very closely affects the administration of justice ; for 
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to read the law, as it oftea is read, is, it seems to me, to reverse 
the principles of justice, and to convert the instruments of justice 
into instruments of fraud. 


Order revereed. 
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APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr. Justice Qhandavarkar and Mr Justice Meaton, 

CECIL GRAY, the Seceetaey and a member or the Western India 
Tbre Club (original Plain rirr), Appellant, v. THE CANTONMENT 
COMMITTEE OF POONA (original Defendant), Ebspondent.^ 

Civil Procedure Code {Act F of 1908) > sections 2 (17), 80 — Public officer 
^Suit against public ojfficer — Notice of claim neeessarg’-^Cantonment 
Committee is public officer — Cantonments Act {XIII of 1889) — Section 
80 applies to actions ex delicto and not to actions ea contractu* 

A Cantonment Committee constituted under the Indian Cantonments 
Act (XIII of 1S89) is a public officer ” within the meaning of section 2, 
clause (17) of the Code of Civil Proceduie (Act V of 1908). Before the 
Committee cau be sued, the notice prescribed by section 80 of the Code must 
be given. 

The notice contemplated by section 80 has to be given for actions sounding 
substantially in tort ; and it makes no diffeience that those actions aie, by 
operation of law, treated, for certain puiposes, as actions ex contractu^ 

Bajmal v. Eanmant C) considered. 

Appeal from the decision of C. Roper, District Judge of 
Foona. 

Cecil Gray was the Secretary and a meniher of an 
iimncorporated association styled the Western India Turf Club. 
He sued on behalf of himself and all other members of the Club. 


tinder a lease dated the 16th February 1907, made between 
the Secretary of State for India and the Club, the latter occupied 
certain lands and buildings in the Poona Cantonment on a 
rental of Es« 1,200 per annum* 


1910. 
June 28. 


t 



i» 1 


• Fust Appeal No. 9 of 1910. 
(1) (1896) 20 Bom. 697. 
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The defendants^ the Cantonment Committee of Poona, were a 
body corporate constituted under the Indian Cantonments Act 
(XIIT of 1889)^ having the control and management of the 
Poona Cantonment Fund, The Poona Cantonment Magistrate 
was the executive officer of the Committee, 

The Governor in Council of Bombay imposed, under section 17, 
sub-section 1 of the Cantonments Act, 1889, a general rate of 
4 per cent, per annum of the annual value of houses, buildings 
and lands within the Cantonment of Poona, The rate was 
made payable to the Cantonment Magistrate and formed a part of 
the Cantonment Fund. 


The annual value of the Club^s lands and buildings was for the 
purposes of the rate fixed at Rs. 6,038 for the years 1907 and 1908, 
and the rate amounted to Rs. 201-8-4. The Club did pay 
the sum of Rs. 100-12-2 as rate for the half-year ending the 
31st March 1909. But on the 8th October 1909 the Canton- 
ment Magistrate by a notice to the Club claimed to assess it at the 
sum of Rs. 9,840 per annum being 4 per cent, on an annual 
gross income of Rs. 2,46,000. 

On the 28th November 1908, the Club paid under protest the 
sum of Rs. 4,819-3-10, the additional rate for the half-year 
ending the Slst March 1909, and informed the Cantonment 
Magistrate that the Club intended to appeal against his assess- 
ment to the Cantonment Committee, The appeal was made with 
the result that the assessment at Rs. 4,819-3-10 was brought 
down to Rs, 4,671. The Club further paid under protest another 
sum of Es, 4,772-1-3 for the assessment for the half-year ending 
the 80th September 1909. 


The Club, through the plaintiff, filed a suit for an injunction 
restraining the defendants from recovering from the Club the 
enhanced assessment, and for recovering the amount of assessment 
that was paid in excess. 

'The defendants contended inter alia that the suit was 
4 owing to Want of notice provided for in section 80 of the 
rlfid^dure Code, 1908. 

i tried as preliminary the issue whether the 
bisection 80 of the Civil Praiedhre 
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Code, 1908, and foimd it ia favour of the defendants on the 
following* grounds — 

Tile proliminary issue tints raised lias been argued and I find that notice wm 
necessary. The provisions of the Gantoninents Act, 1889, make it clear in my 
opinion that the members of the Cantonment Committee are in that capacity 
public officers, as that term is employed in section 80 of the Civil Procedure 
Code and defined in section 2 (17) {g) of the same Code. The learned Counsel for 
plaintiffs contends that a corporate body, such as the defendants, cannot come 
under the term public officer who must be an individual. Having regard 
to section 3 (39) of Act X of 1897 (General Clauses Act) and to section 2 (17) (y). 
Civil Procedure Code, also to sections 21 and 2.3 of the Cantonments 
Act, 1889, I think that every member of the Cantonment Committee 
is a public officer and so also the Committee as a body. The suit might 
and would properly have been brought sgainst the Secretary of the Committee 
as its representative officer and in that event he would certainly come tinder 
the definition of a public officer. On the same reasoning the Cantonment 
Committee, which is the Cantonment authority according to the Act of 1889, is 
constituted of public officers in so far as they act on the said Committee, 
Plaintiffs’ Counsel raises a second objection against the defendants’ plea that 
notice under section 80 is necessary. It is this. The suit, he contends, is 
brought on a contract or at least on a quasi- contract, and is not based on tort. 
To such a suit section 80 is said not to apply. It may be conceded that there 
are authorities laying down that ‘‘ex contractu” suits are not covered by 
section 80, but I am of opinion that the suit is clearly based on a tort and not 
on a contract or even a quasi-contract. It is urged for plaintiffs that, when 
they paid the assessment under protest, a contractual relation arose between 
them and defendants. This argument is ingenious but it cannot conceal 
the patent fact that the suit is primarily based on an allegation that defendants 
in their official capacity wrongly levied certain assessments and to such a case I 
think section £0 has the clearest application. On these grounds I find that the 
suit is bad for want of notice under section 60 of the Civil Procedure Code 
and I accordingly dismiss it with all costs on plaintiffs. I omitted to state 
that I am to some extent confirmed in the above view of the meaning of the 
expression “public officer” by a case in this Court Civil Suit Ho. 63 of 1887, 
where an action was instituted by private persons against the Cantonment 
Magistrate in his capacity as Secretary of the Cantonment Committee in respect 
of a title to certain property in the Poona Cantonment The plaintiff then 
served a preliminary notice under section 424 of the late Civil Procedure Code 
upon the Cantouiiient Magistrate and subsequently the Secretary of State was 
joined as a co- defendant. The cause of action in the present suit is at least 
somewhat similar and the fact that the suit is brought against the Committee 
and not against the Secretary alone cannot, 1 think, exempt the plaintiffs from 
the obligation to serve a preliminary notice. 

The -plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 
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Slwrtt^ instructed by CTaigie^ Blu%t and Caroe^ for the ap« 
pellant i — The suit has been brought against the Cantonment 
Committee of Poona. The Cantonment Committee is nowhere 
specifically mentioned as a corporation in the Cantonments Act 
(XIII of 1889) ; but it is treated as a corporation, see The 
Cantonment Committee^ Boona^ v. Baijoiji Bamanji 

A corporation is not included in the term public officer 
as defined by section 2, clause 17 of the Civil Procedure Code, 
1908, The term public officer there means person 
falling under any of the following desciiptions and the de- 
scriptions that follow show that only individual officers are 
contemplated. A corporation cannot be included within it. 
The General Clauses Act (X of 1897) no doubt says (section 3^ 
clause 39) that a person shall include ^^any company or associa- 
tion or body of individuals, whether incorporated or not I 
but that description applies only if there is nothing repugnant 
in the subject or context/*^ There is the repugnancy in the 
Civil Procedure Code where the teim person seems to denote 
some person who has some one or other in authority over 
him. The term has to be construed in conformity with the 
object of the statute in which it appears. See TAe PharmaceutiGal 
Society V, The London and Brovincial Sujjplg Association^ 
Limited 


Hex t section 80 of the Civil Procedure Code, 1908, applies only 
to actions in tort. It has no application to actions in contract. 
The claim in the present case arises eof contractu or q^uasi ese 
contractn ; and it is only in the alternative that a relief in tort is 
prayed for. We paid the money to the defendants under protest 
and ill order to av^ail ourselves of the right to appeal to the 
Committee, The object of the suit is to recover the money 
which the defendants had and received. See Bajmal v. 
Smmant * 


Government Pleader for the defendants, was not called 
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ChanDAVAEKAB, J. :-Tb« Courfc'has held in The Cantonmnt 
Conmitiee, Poom y. Barjoiji BamanjiP relied upon by Mr » or 
'in his able and careful argument in support of this appeal, that 
a Cantonment Committee, formed under rules framed under the 
Indian Cantonments Act (XIII of 1S89), is a ^uaei body corporate. 
It is unnecessary to express any opinion on the correctness of 
that decision, because the question before us is whether, for the 
purposes of section SO of the Code of Civil Procedure, a Canton- 
ment Committee is a “public officer” as defined in section 2, 
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clause (17) of the Code. 

Under that section, the expression “public officer^' means 
(intei- alia) “ a person ”, who is.an “ officer whose duty it is, as such 
officer.totake, receive, keep or expend any property on behalf 
of Government.” A Cantonment Committee is, according to the 
rules made under Act XIII ot 1889, “a Cantonment authority,” 
which is charged with the management of a fund called “the 
Cantonment Fund". That fund is vested in His Majesty by 
the provisions of section 13 of the Act, and its management by 
the Committee is made, by the same section, subject to the 
control of the Local Government. 


The Committee is, therefore, an artificial person formed by 
the statute for the purposes of Cantonment administration. 

But it is contended that the definition of “public officer” in 
the Code contemplates an individual, not a body composed of 
individuals, of the description mentioned in each of the clauses 
of section 2. A “public officer" means, in the first place, 
“ a person ”, and the word “ person ", under the General Clauses 
Act (X of 1897), includes “ any body or association of individuals, 
whether incorporated or not.” Such a body, discharging, 
according to law, any of the functions, mentioned in the clauses 
of section 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure, falls, in our opinion, 
within the definition of “ public officer 


As pointed out in some of the cases decided on the construction 
of section 424 of the old Code of Civil Procedure (Act XIV of 
1882), which is reproduced as section 80 in the present Code, 
the object of the section is to give a public officer, acting or pur- 
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porting to act in the execution of his public duty, an opportunity 
of making reparation for any damage which he may have caused 
in such execution without being sued in a Court. The right to 
notice, as a condition precedent to a suit, is given to the officer 
concerned in the interests of the public treasury, out of which 
the money must come for repairing the damage. This con- 
sideration applies to a Cantonment Committee, managing a Can- 
tonment Fund vested in His Majesty, as much as to any public 
officer similarly situated. 

We think, therefore, that a Cantonment Committee such as 
we have here is a “public officer” within the meaning of 
section 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

It is argued, however, that no notice under section 80 of the 
Code was necessary for the maintenance of this action against 
the Committee, because it arose not out of a tort but out of a 
contract ; and Bajmal Mmikokand v. Eanmant Anyala'^'i is relied 
upon. 

The plaint and the pleadings clearly show that the cause of 
action complained of by the appellant is one sounding in tort. 
It is alleged that, under cover of authority given to it by the 
Cantonments Act and the rules framed under it, the respondent 
Committee has illeg illy imposed a rate upim the appellant. On 
the strength of that allegation, the appellant seeks the refund 
of a certain amount, which, he state'., he deposited with the 
Committee “under protest” to meet its illegal demand. It is 
contended that the moment the appellant paid the money under 
protest, the Committee held it as money had and received for 
the appellant's use, and became bound to restore it, if the levy 
of the rate was illegal. 

Chapter V of the Indian Contract Act, by which this argument 
is sought to he supported, deals with “ certain obligations resembl- 
ing those cieated by contract”, not with those arising from a 
contract itself, which presupposes a legal relation brought about 
• between patties by their free volition in the form of proposal 
^^a^ent. The principle QlTiajmal ManiMandv. Eanmant 
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Any aba doe^ not apply and was not intended to apply to the 
former kind of obligations. It would be straining the language 
of section 80 of the Code of Civil Procedure beyond legitimate 
limits and defeating its object^ if we were to apply that principle 
to actions soanding substantially in tort^ merely because by 
operation of law those actions, for certain purposes^ are treated 
as actions esn miiradn^ 

On these grounds the decree in appeal must be coniirmed with 
costs. 

Decree eoafirmeft 

B, B. 


xiPPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr, Justice CJhandavar'k(ir and Mr* Justice Smion, 

OHINTAMAN VYAHXATEAO GHABOE (oeiotal ThAmTi^l 
MNr, if, BAMCHAISTDEA YyAXKATBAO GHABGE akd othbbs 
( oBiGiNAL Defendants), Bespondents 

Limitation Act {XV of 1 8TT), beet ions 5 and -^Application to file mi 
appeal in foim^ paupeiis— in making the applic aiion— Minor 
applicant— Excuse of delay— Frohaie— Grant of probate — Question of title 
not affected by the grant— '^es]\\^ic<AA—Ci/ 0 hl Procedure Code {Act V of 
1008) f section 11, 

A suit filed in fo} mt pxupeiis was decided 011 tli9 lOtb Pebiuary 1908. An 
application foi leave to appeal in formii p mpei is was piesented to the High 
Cotut on the 13tli Ap il 1908 , but as it was beyond time it was 1 ejected. On 
an application to evouse the dela}!-, it was excused mi the ground that the appli- 
cant having been a minor, section 7 of the Limitation Act, 1877, applied. At 
the hearing, it was objected that the application for pei mission to appeal in 
formd pauperib be tieated as an appeal, and that section 5, and not 
section 7 of the Limitation Act, applied to it. 

Eeldf overruling the contention, that whether the application was tieated 
as falling under section 5 or under section 7 of the Limitation Act, 1877, the 
lesult was the same. If it fell under section 5, as an appeal, then under the 
second paragraph of that section, which applied to appeals, the Court had Juns- 
diofeion to excuse delay, after the peuod ot li nita^ion piescnbed for fho 
presentation of an appeal had expired* If, on the otaer hand, it be treated as 
m application and fell under section 7 of the Limitation Act, it was clearly 
^ I'ifst Appeal Ko. 46 of 1909. 
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1910» witijm time and theie'nas no need of excusing deity bccaiiso tlit section 
toiNTWK tbataininoi eould apply after iie bad attained tie age of majoiity 

VTANfKATOAo t^fithin a certain period 

Kamchakoba probate is conclasive only as to the appointment of execntois and the 

TYMBArsAO, Talidity and tie contents of tbe "vviil; a.nd on tbe application for piobate it is 
not the province of til© Com i to go intotbe question of title witb reference 
to tbe piopeity of wlncb tie will pniports to dispose, or the •validity of sucli 
disposition. 


Appeal from the decision of V. V. Tilak, First Class Sub- 
ordinate Judge at Satara, 

Suit for declaration and possession of certain property^ 

The property in dispute belonged to one Vyankafcrao^ who 
died on the 4th June 1905. Some time before his death, he 
had made a will, dated the 26th May 1905, whereby he had 
bequeathed all his property in favour of Ramchandra (defendant 
No* 1) who was his dmipiiha (a son by a mistress). 

The plaintiff alleged that on the 31st May 1905, Vyankatrao 
had revoked the will and adopted him as his son. 

The defendant No. 1 applied to the District Court for probate 
of the will. The plaintiff objected to the grant on the grounds 
that the will was revoked and he was adopted by Vyankatrao . 
The District Court granted probate holding that the will was 
genuine and that the adoption was doubtful 



The plaintiff next filed a suit in formd pauperis to have it 
declared that ho was the adopted son of Vyankatrao and to 
recover possession of property belonging to Vyankatrao from 
defendant No. !• 

The defendant No. 1 pleaded us Judicata on the ground that 
the plaintiff had failed to establish his claim in the probate 
proceedings. The defendants Nos. 2 and 3 claimed under 
defendant No. 1. 


Subordinate Judge dismissed the plaintiff^^s claim on the 
february 1908. He held that it was barred by mjuiimia 
.following grounds:*— 

t© acetioBs 55 Biid 83 ©f tbo Probate and Administeatioii Ac4,. 

^of probate la a coBteBtiotts ease is uoi in tbo Bafciitr© 

^ 1» contested in a regular suit iu a CitjI Conrt. 
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Plaintiff leineclj stenifc* to be to apply for a revocation, or auimltiieiijt of tlie gtaiit 
xmdtr section 50 of tlie Act . I. L K. 4 Cal. 360. A rofttsal to grant probate 
does not operate as a juclginent tu tbm but tlie grant of a probate dots s I* B* -1 
Bom 563.^^ 

On the 13th April 1908, the Plaintiff* presented to the High 
Court an application for leave to appeal in fornicl paupetns from 
the decree passed by the Subordinate Judge. The application 
was dismissed as having been presented beyond the time 
allowed by law. 

The plaintiff^ who was a mhior, then applied for excuse of 
delay caused in presenting the aforesaid application. It was 
heard est pmte and granted by the Chief Justice on the 2nd of 
October 1908. But subsequently it was brought to his Lordship^s 
notice that he had no jurisdiction to excuse the delay ; the former 
order was theieupon cancelled on the 20th of November 1S08. 

An appeal against this last mentioned order was preferred 
under the Letters Patent, It was allowed by Ohandavarkar and 
Heaton, JJ., on the 26th February 1909- 

The oiiginal appeal was placed for final disposal. 

7i. N. BhajeToar for the appellant. 

A. E. Eelhir for the respondents 


1910. 
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Chakbavabkab, J. -This appeal was tiled at first in the form 
of an application for leave to appeal in fonndpoiiptm from the 
decree passed on the 10th of February 1908 by the Subordinate 
Judge, First Class, at Satara, in Civil Suit No. 854 of 1907. 
The application, presented on the 18th of Apiil 1908, w^as beyond 
time, having been made moie than SO days alter the period 
prescribed by the Limitation Act, and the appellant, a minor, by 
his guardian prayed that the delay might be excused. The 
application for the excusing oi delay came on iovewparie hearing 
before a Division Court on the 2nd of October 1908 and 
it was allowed. But it having been brought to the Courtis 
notice that it had no juifisdicfcion to excuse delay, it cancelled 
the order on that ground on the 20th of November 1908. An 
appeal against that older, presented under the Letters Patent, waS 
allowed on the ground that, the applicant being a minor, 
section 7 oi the Limitation Act oi 1877 applied and the case was 
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governed by the principle of the Privy Council ruling in 
Muesumat Fhooltas Koonwni y.Lalla Jogebhur 8ahoi/^\ Leave 
to appeal in forma pauperis was granted. 


Mr. Kelkar, appearing for the respondents, argues that an 
application for permission to appeal in formd paupeiis must be 
treated as an appeal^ aud that, if it is so treated, section 5, and 
not section 7 of the Limitation Act, must apply here. Whether 
we treat the application as falling under section 5 or under 
section 7, the result is the same. If it falls under section 5 and 
is an appeal, as contended by Mr. Kelkar, then, under the second 
paragraph of that section, which applies to appeals, the Court 
has jurisdiction to excuse delay. 

If, on the other hand, it is treated as an application and falls 
under section 7 of the Limitation Act, it is clearly within time 
and there is no need of excusing delay, because the section 
provides that a minor can apply after he has attained the age of 
majority within a certain poiiod prescribed. 


Dealing with the appeal on the merits, the suit was brought 
to recover possession on the ground that the plaintiff was the 
adopted son of one Vyankatrao. The defendant resisted the 
claim upon the ground that Vyankatrao had left the property to 
him by a will ; that he had proved the will and obtained pro- 
bate Issues were raised involving the question of title and of 
res judicaiut 


The Subordinate Judge has disposed of the case only on the 
ground of Jndicata, He has held the claim barred, 
because, in his opinion, the grant of probate concludes the parties 
as to title. That is clearly an error in law. The probate “ is 
only conclusive as to the appointment of executors and the 
validRy and the contents of the will: Williams on Executors, 
p. 452, (4th Edition) : and on the application for probate it is 
not the province of the Court to go into the question of title 
^th reference to the property of which the will purporfs to 
validity of such disposition ” : Hormusji Navroji 


f Jamse^Ji See also Barot PmsAofm 


A7»tp.26, 


(*5 (1887) 13 Bom. 164. 
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Kah V. Bai MuU^^K As the suit was wrongly disposed of on a 
preliminary point, we revere the decree and remand the case for 
dispoS'ii on the merits accoiding to law. 

All costs including those of the Oourt-lees of this pauper 
appeal^ in which Government are interested^ must be costs in the 
cause* 


(1) (1893) 18 Bom. 749. 


Decree ^mermh 
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OEIMINAL EEVISION. 


Before Jf/. JusUce Ohmdmarlm and Mr JpsHee Meaion 
EMPEBOE RAMCHANDEA BHASKAR M INTRL^ 

€Uy of Bombay Mtinieipal Act {Bombay Act HI of 1888), mt%on 
Mumcipal Commnbioner — Notice^ disobedience of — Private streets-- 
Bevelling and draining of^LiahiUf^ of owneis of several premises --’O toners 
of building sites — Buildings eon strvefed by lessees on the sites— Fremises^ 
uhat are— Construction of static tes^ 

The oi^nei of a lar^^o plot o£ land sub-dividod it into a numboi o£ building 
sites, wbiob lie auanged on either '•ide of a piivate street which was projected 
to run through the plot. Those building sites weie let to lessees (of whom the 
applicant was one) foi a ptriod of ihiity yeais ; at the end of the peiiod the 
lessee was to remo\e the building put up by him unless the lessor pm chased 
it. Fndei the teims of the lease the lessee was to contribute rat oably to the 
expenses of making, repaiung, etc , all ways, roads, etc The applicant was one 
of those lessees He built a house upon one of those sites, and let it to tenants 
from whom he received rent. The Municipal Commissioner of Bombay issued 
a notice to the applicant, undei section 305 of the City of Bombay Municipal 

^ Criminal Application for Eevision Ko. 175 of 1910. 

t The City of Bomoay Municipal Act (Bombay Act III of 1888 ), section 305 , 
runs as folbv^s 

If any private street be not levelled, metalled or paved, sewered, drained, 
cbannelkcl and lighted to the satisfaction of the Commissioner, lie ma), with the 
sa*.itiimof the Standing Committee, by written notice, require the owners of the 
seveial premises fronting or adjoining the said street or abutting thereon to level, 
IJtietal or pave, dram and light th same in snch manner as he shall direct* 


1010 . 


CnmTAMAT^ 

VY'IKKWIUO 

V 

BAMOHiNURA 

Vyihkateao. 


1010 . 
Jtd^ 20 . 


u 




THE INDIAN LAW REPORTS, [VOL. XXXIV. 


m 


1010. 


Ei^CPKEOB 

% 

EAII0HA.N1)BA 

Bhaskae. 


A<'t (Bombaj*’ Act; III of 1888), ci.llino' npon bim to levelj metal, drain and 
light the public sferoot in front of Ins building. The applicant failed to comply 
with the notice, lor wbicli he -was piosecnted under section 471 of the Vitj of 
Bombay Mun‘eipal Act, 1888. He contended that be was not the owner of 
the piemises within the meaning of section 805 of the Act. The Magistrate 
oYerrnled the contention and con\ieted him. 


Ileldi that the mere owner of the land who had let it out tinder a bniidmg 
scheme for btiilding purposes was not the ownet of the propeity, because the 
property contemplated by section 305 necessaiily embraced bnildings, whether 
erected or to bo erected ; and the legislature legaided him as the owner of 
^ the piemises who had the right to receive rent in respect of that property , 

The word ** premises ” oceiiriing in section 305 of the City of Bombay Muni- 
cipal Act (Bombay Act III of 3888) must he presumed to have been used by 
tho legislature in its legal sense, as loferring to the particular kind of pro- 
perty which forms tho subject-matter of the group of immediately preceding 
sections of the Act. That gioup (sections 302 — 307) has refeience to streets 
made for the use of buildings or building sites. The dominant idea running 
through the sections 302—304 is that of buildings eitbei erected or projected. 
That is the kind of propeity dealt with in what lias gone before section 805 ; 
and therefoie that is its ^^p7(cmissa'\ 

It is a primaiy lule of inteipretatioii that a word having a popular mean- 
ing ought to be constiiied in that sense. One exception to that rule is that, 
unless theie is something to tho contiary in the context, words of^known legal 
import aie to bo considered as having been used in their technical sense, where 
the law has attached that sense to them. 


AmiCATiox for revision against the conviction and sentence 
passed by A. H. B. Aston, Chief Presidency Magistrate of 
Bombay. 


The Municipal Cf)mmissioner of the City of Bombay issued, 
under sectioo 305 of the City of Bombay Municipal Act (Bombay 
Act III of 1838), a notice to the applicant calling npon him to 
level, metal, drain and light the private street on which his 
building abutted. The applicant has built the house upon a 
building site which he rented from its owner one Harayan 
Moroji Zaoba under a lease for a period of thirty years. The 
' tijl^lieant had to pay Rs. 14 as the annual rent for the site. At 
, Uie end of the lease the applicant had to remove the bnilding 
;|3lil«iE was purchased by the lessor. The applicant had also 
l.fti the lease to pay and contribute a rateable or due pro- 
3b '^|‘fthe expense of making, repairing and cleaning all 
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ways, roads, pavements, sewers, drains, pipes, watercourses 
and other conveniences which might belong to or be nsed.-for 
the said premises. 

The applicant constructed a building on the site : and let it 
out to tenants. He failed to comply with the notice j for 
which, the Municipal Commissioner instituted proceedings 
against him under section 471 of the City of Bombay Municipal 
Act, 1888. 

The Magistrate was of opinion that the applicant, as the owner 
of the building, was included in the expression owners of the 
several premises ” used in section 305 of the Act, for the word 

premises " in the section meant both “ land and buildings 
He, therefore, convicted the applicant of a failure to comply 
with the requisition served upon him and sentenced him to pay 
a fine of one rupee. 

The applicant applied to the High Court under its criminal 
revisional jurisdiction. 

Setahadf instructed by Sainis and Goregaonker, for the appli- 
cant : — ^The Municipal Commissioner has power under section 
305 of the City of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888, to require “ the 
owners of the several premises to do things mentioned in the 
section. The question then arises, who are the owners, and what 
are the premises ? The term " owner ” is defined in section 3, 
clause (j») of the Act, as meaning “ the person who receives the 
tent of the premises or who would be entitled to receive the rent 
thereof if the premises were let.” The word owner would, 
therefore, include the lessor Zaoba, who let out the building site 
to the applicant and who is primarily entitled to receive rent. 

If persons in the position of the applicant were intended by 
the legislature to be reached under the section, it would have 
used the expression "owners or occupiers” as it has done in 
sections 228, 249, 251, 275, &c. See also the Calcutta Municipal 
Act (Bengal Act III of 1899), section 645 ; the Public Health 
Act, 1875 (88 & 39 Vic. c. 55), section 150. 

Even if it be conceded that the term "owners ” includes both 
the lessor Zaoba and the lessee (the applicant), then the 
Commissioner is not authorii^ed anywhere in the Act to single 
» 905-5 
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oufi any ona of them for the purposes of his requisition under 
section 305. He ought to requisition both of them. 

The term ” premises ” is nowhere defined in the Act : and it is 
employed in different senses in the Act. See The MunieijiaUty 
of Bombay v. Shapurji Bttuha^'i. Heading the sections that 
immediately precede section 305j it appears that the term 
premises means “ land ’’ and in section 805, used as it is in 
reference to street land, it must mean the abutting lands and 
nothing more. 

Jar dine (Acting Advocate-General), instructed by Messrs. 
Crawford, Broton, ^ Cortiimtiy, for the Municipalily Tt is not 
disputed that the applicant has constructed a building, which he 
has let out to tenants. Ho is the person who receives rent for 
the building, and is, therefore, its owner as defined in section 3, 
clause Cjtt) of the City of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888. Even 
on general pinnciples the pet'aon who receives the immediate rent 
is liable. It is he who is to be looked, for the benefit of enhanced 
rent goes to him. The lessor only gets a fixed rent for a long 
period of years. The applicant is not the occupier of the 
building for he has let it out. See Lewis v. ArnolA^'>, 


Ca \HDAVARKAE, J . !— The question of law before us arising on 
this rule is as to the meaning of the words *• owners of the 
several premises” occurring in section 805 of the City of 
Bombay Municipal Act (Bombay Act III of 1888). 

The question arises under the following circumstances i — 


One Zaoba parcelled out certain land belonging to him in plots 
for building purposes and gave each plot on lease for a fixed 
term (30 years). Each lessee erected on his plot a building at 
his own expense. The petitioner before us is one of those 
lessees. There is a private street adjoining the plots and it was 
with reference to it that the Municipal Commissioner of Bombay 
^ied upon the lessees, the petitioner included, to level, metal, 
and light the said street on the ground that they were 
pars of the several premises fronting or adjoining” it 
meaning of section 805 of the Act. Thdy having 
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refused, to comply with the requibitiou, the Commibsioner filed a 
complaint against them in the Presidency Magistrate’s Court 
charging them under section 471 of the Act. 

The lessees contended that they were not “ owners of the 
several premises ” and that it was their lessor, the owner of the 
land, who was legally liable to perform the work required by 
the Commissioner under section S05. The Chief Presidency 
Magistrate overruled that contention and convicted the lessees. 
Hence this rule. 

The City of Bombay Municipal Act Jefinos the word owner” 
hut is silent as to the meaning to be attached to the word 
“ premises ”, though that word occurs frequently in the Act. 
And, as was pointed out by Ranado, J, in WumeipaUfj of 
Bomhay v. Shapurji the word is used in different 

senses in different sections, in some meaning land, in some signify- 
ing buildings, and in others including both land and buildings. 
We must, therefore, sec in what sense the word is used in 
section 305 of the Act, 

The popular acceptation of the word '' premises ”, according 
to Sweet’s Law Dictionary and Wharton’s Law Lexicon, is that 
it includes land. The same definition is given in Johnson’s 
Dictionary. But, although it is a primary rule of interpreta- 
tion that a word having a popular meaning ought to he 
construed in that sense, one exception to that rule is that, unless 
there is something to the contrary in the context, words of 
known legal import are to be considered as having been used in 
their technical sense, where the law has attached that sense to 
them : Her Highucss Ruckmaboge v. Lulloohhog Mofiiahund^^^, 
and Trimbal Gaiigadliar Ramde v. Bhagav>cmdas 3Iulchand and 
others'^\ The word " premises ” has a technical meaning in law. 
Its strict legal meaning is “ that which comes before ”, « the 
prjemissa of the document or deed winch includes that word ”. 
Metropolitan Water Board v. As poimed out in this 

last decision, in Sheppard’s Touchstone that is the only meaning 
given to the word. 

d} (1895) 20 Bam. G17. (3) (1898) 23 Bom. 348. 

(2) (lS5X) 0 M. I. A. 234 (i) il9J7) j, k. B. 285 at p, 297, 


m 

WM 


E^fbbojj 

-a 

IHMiiiABtoi 

Bhassai. 




598 


THE INDIAN LAW HEPOETS. [YOL. XXXIV. 


Having regard to the canon of construction as to the legal 
Emeesoi. meaning of a word and to the fact that the word we have to 
Kamcbahkba construe occurs in a statute, I think that the word “ premises ” 
UuAsivAB. occurring in section 305 must be presumed to have been used by 
the legislature in its legal sense, as referring to the particular 
kind of property which forms the subject-matter of the group 
of the immediately preceding sections of the Act. That group 
consisting of sections 302 to 307 is headed “ Provisions concern- 
ing private streets.” The whole group has reference to streets 
made for the use of buildings or building sites. The dominant 
idea running through the sections 302 to 304 is that of build- 
ings, either erected or projected. That is the kind of property 
dealt with in what has gone before section 805 and therefore 
that is its “ prmmissa 

If that view is correct — and I think it is — it follows that the 
mere owner of the land who has let it out under a building 
scheme for building purposes is not the owner of the property, 
because the property contemplated by the section necessarily 
embraces buildings, whether erected or to be erected ; and the 
legislature regards him as the owner of the premises who has 
the right to receive rent in respect of that property. The lessor 
in the case before us receives rent under his contract only for 
that land ; he is not entitled to rent in respect of the buildings. 
Once he has started his building scheme and let out his land in 
plQts,he drops out of sight, and his lessees step in as the owners 
of the buildings. The land as land becomes merged in them. 
If no building is erected on any plot, still the plot becomes, as 
part of the building scheme, a building plot. 


But it was contended that a more reasonable construction of 
the words “owners of the several premises” in section 305 was 
that it included both the lessor as owner of the land parcelled out 
for buildings, and his lessees as owners of the buildings, because 
Hie word “ premises ” includes both land and buildings. Such a 
construction of the section ignores what I have called the 
, • dominant idea of building running through the group of sections, 
which section 305 is a part. 

*^®®^“3,tho conviction, in my opinion, is right and 

fcs d.ischarged* 

^ U ' i ' o ; ; ; r' ■ 



599 


Voii. XXXlt.] BOmAt SEElia 

HEA.TOH, J. I have no doubt in nay own mind that the 
particular premises with which we are now dealing comprise 
the existing building and the plot on which that building^ 
stands. The lessee (in this case the applicant) is the person 
who receives the rent of those premises* The lessor takes the 
ground-rent which is something quite difterent from the rent 
of the premises. As the lessee takes the rent of the premisesi 
he is the owner within the meaning of that word as used in 
section 805, as will appear from the definition of the word 
‘'owner given in clause [m) of section 3 of the Bombay City 
Municipal Act III of 1888. As the lessee is the owner in this 
sense, I think that the notice mentioned in section 305 was 
correctly addressed to him, and that the Magistrate's order is 
right. 

Bute duckarged* 

K. 


CEIMINAL APPELI/ATE. 


Before Mr. Justice ChaudavarJrar and Mr, JusUte Heaton. 
EMPEBOB z?. AKB\B BABOO.^ 

Criminal Broeedure Code {Act V of 1898% sections 16J, ^SB--Indian 
JBoidence Act (/ of 1872% sections 21, U7'^Bo%dence'-^ Admissihility of 
mdmce-^Statemenis made bg loltness to Police and Panch-^^Biatements 
made by the witness as accused before Committing Magistrate-^Witnm 
deposing to different story before Sessions Court^-^Gorrohoration of the 
deposition before the Committing Magistrate by statements made before the 
Boliee and the Panch-^Investigating Folice Officer-^Deposition of as to 
statements made by witnesses to kim--E^amhmtion4n-cMcf^ Practice and 
procedure* 

During the trial of an accused peisoia, the Sessions Judge admitted into 
evidence and used against the accused the following statements (1) statements 
made hy a witness to the Police implicating the accused, (2) the same witness* 
statement to the Panch, (3) and his statement s an accused person mad© 
before a Magistrate, and statements made bj the co-accused to the Police. 
The witness, wlien he was examined before the Committing Magistrate, gave a 
consistent story | but he depemed to quite a dif erent version when he was 
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* Orlmind Appeal No. 14.5 of 1910. 



coo 


TAB itolAir LAW EEfOETS. [VOL. ^XXIV. 


1910. 


Empjeeoe 

1^. 

Akbae 

Biipoo. 


examined in ilie Sessions Conit. The learned Judge disbelieved tbe changed 
story, and be used the vritness’ statements to tlie Police and bis statements as 
an accused person and bis statements to tbe Paiicb, by way of corroboration 
*of wbat tbe witness bad stated to tbe Committing Magistrate* Tbe accused was 
convicted and sentenced. On f^ppeal 

Heidi (1) that it was an error to admit statements Nos. 1 and 2 for tbe 
purpose of corroborating statements No 3, for only tbe statements of witnesses 
made to tbe trying Court can be corrobor ited in tbo manner contemplated by 
section 157 of tbe Indian Evidence Act, 1872. Previous statements might bo 
used to corroborate or contradict statements made at tbe trial ; not to corrobo- 
rate statements made prior to tbe trial. 

(2) That siatomonts No. 2 weic altogether inadmissible as evidence of tbo 
accused’s guilt, for they could at most ba regarded as admissions by tbe co- 
accused wbicb could possibly be used against bimself, but could not be proved 
and used against the accused. 

Tbo lavestigating Police Officer ought not to be allowed to depose in exami- 
nation-in-cMef to nbat tbe witnesses stated to him. It opens up an undesir- 
ably wide held for cross-examination and leads to the attention of the Court 
being diverted and distracted from the true issues. Moieover it is contrary to 
tbo plain intention of section 162 of tbe Code of Cximinal Procedure, ubicb is 
that such statements should be used, if at all, on behalf of and not against tbe 
person under trial. 

Appeal from couvictioa and sentence recorded by R, E. A« 
Elliott, Additional Sessions Judge of Ahmedabad. 

The accused Akbar Badoo and Anwar Abashi were charged 
with ihe offences of house-breaking and theft. They were tried 
by the Additional Sessions Judge of Ahmedabad with the aid 
of Assessors. 


The charge was that the accused broke open the house of the 
complainant during his absence, and committed theft of same 
gold and silver ornaments belonging to the complainant* 

In the course of the Police investigation that followed, one 
Chbagan Asharam admitted that he hai said some gold for the 
accused Akbar. And after some time, Chhagan admitted, in the 
|)^resence of the Paneh, that the accused Akbar had given to him 
some ornaments to sell. 


‘Akbar Anwar and Chhagan were then arrested, when Anwar 
before the Police that Akbar had given him .some 
to, sell, which be had sold to one Isinaih Ismail was 
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All these peisons were the next day* sent to a Magistrate who 
recorded their confessions. 

The charges against Akbar and Anwar were retained t and in 
the inquiry before the Committing Magistrates Ohhagan 
examined as a witness. 

The accused were committed to the Sessions Court to take their 
trial. In convicting them, the Sessions Judge gave the following 
reasons 


isio. 


EMrsEOJi 

Vs 

AxBia 

Badoo. 


All four ivory bangles were ornamented with gold and tbe gold has been 
stripped oft them. Accused 1 sold the gold through Ohhagan whose evidence 
in this Coiut that he sold the gold and Chndi on behalf of two brahmins 
Umiashankar and Nanalal 1ms been contradicted by the Sub-Inspector, the 
Bauch witnesses, Mnljibhai Zaverhhai {Exhibit 23) and Muljibhai Naranbhai 
(Exhibit 24) and by the question |)ut by accused 1 to the Sub-Inspector in 
cross-examination* 

These facts leave no room in the minds of the Couit or Assessors that 
Ohhagan Asharam has lied in this Court and that as stated in his confe«sion 
and in the lower Court he got these ai tides from accused 1. Ismail (Exhibit 12) 
admits he got 8 Y intis 2 gen 2 machlis and 4 silver studs ; Lalla produced one 
ivory bracelet (Exhibit G) and its pair (Exhibit M) was found in the house of 
flma Jibhai who has absconded, 

Xow we have it admitted by accused 2 that he lent his plough-share which 
makes a very formidable jemmy to accused 1 and that soon after accused I 
gave him the things to sell which he sold to Ismail Theie is no doubt that 
liis statement is exculpatory, but taken with the evidence of Chhagan Asharam 
to tbe Police on the 19th, to the Honorary Third Class Magistiate on the 20th 
December 1909 and to the Fiist Cbss Magistrate, Ivaira, on the 13th January 
1910 there can be no doubt accused 1 is guilty and accused 2 practically 
admits it. 


The accused appealed to the High Court. 

There was no appearance on behalf of the accused. 

The Government Pleader appeared for the Crown. 

Heaton, J, this case two accused persons, Akbar Badoo 
and Anwar Abashi, vrere tried for house-breaking and theft by 
the Sessions Judge at Nadiad and both were convicted. Akbar 
has appealed and with his appeal we have to deal. 

The Sessions Judge has admitted and considered, against the 
I ^dfpellant, a good deal which is not evidence at all. 
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Statements made by the witness Ohhagan to the Police 
implicating the appellant have been admitted and used. 

The same witness Chhagan’s statement to the Panch and his 
statement as an accused person made before a Magistrate were 
admitted and used. 


They were inadmissible for reasons I will explain later. 

Then statements made by the co-accused Anwar to the Police 
were admitted and used. They were altogether inadmissible as 
evidence of the appellant’s guilt, for they could at most be 
regarded as admissions by the co-aeoused which could possibly be 
used against himself but could not be proved and used against 
the appellant. (See section 21 of the Evidence Act.) 

Then there is the .statement of a witness Ismail that the 
accused Anwar told him that he got certain things from the 
appellant. That statement was inadmissible against the 
appellant. * 


What remains of this part of the case after stripping it of 
irrelevant matter is this : Chhagan’s statement to the Committing 
Magistrate is admissible in evidence (Criminal Procedure Code 
section 288). In it Chbagan stated that certain articles were 
given him by appellant Akbar Badoo. Ohhagan in the Sessions 
Court gave quite a different account of how he came by them 
and the Judge disbelieved that account and believed what was 
stated to the Committing Magistrate. But he used Ohhagan’s 
statement to the Police and his statement as an accused pirson 
and his statement to the Panch, by way of corroboration of 
what Ohhagan had stated to the Committing Magistrate, In 
this he was entirely wrong. Only the statements of witnesses 
made to the trying Court can be corroborated in the manner 
contemplated by section 1-57 of the Indian Evidence Act. 
Previous statements may be used to corroborate or contradict 
sWements made at the trial; not to corroborate statements 
^e prior to the trial. The Judge did right to see the 
^ment of Ohhagan recorded by the Police if it was reduced 
(see section 162, Criminal Procedure Code). I also 

statement made 
ai^used person, because the appellant wto 
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undefended and consequently there was no pleader on his behalf 
to whom these statements could be shown. But the object of 
referring to such statements should have been to see whether 
they contained anything which could be used for the purpose of 
cross-examining, on behalf of the accused, the witnesses examined 
for the prosecution. These statements, in this case, could not be 
used to corroborate what Chhagan said in the Sessions Court, for 
they were useless for that purpose. Therefore, they should not 
have been admitted. 


The net result, had the Law of Evidence been properly 
regarded, would have been this ; There was Chhagan’s statement 
to the Committing Magistrate which implicated the appellant. 
The Sessions Judge who heard the statement made by Chhaaan 
in his own Court exculpating the appellant did not believe it 
and he found nothing favourable to the accused in the materials 
which could be used on his behalf, for the purpose of 
cross-examination. 
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deal whch no investigating police officer onghf, in mv „p£i„ 
to flowed to depose to in eramina.ion.in.ohiet. I rete 
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Chhyan said to him. It may be that what the witnesses sa' 
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Koss-erannnataon and leads to the attention of the Court beil 
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statements made to the trying Court, and secondarily, in a case; 
tried by a Court of Session, the statements made to the 
Committing 'Magistrate. 

Lastly, the Judge has used against the appellant the statement 
made by the co-aceused in the Sessions Court. That statement 
is not a confession. Of course the Judge was bound to hear and 
record what the co-aceused said but it ought to have had very 
little, if any, effect in determining, in the mind of the Judge, 
whether the appellant was or was not guilty. So little is it 
wmrth, in this case, that it was really superfluous to mention it 
amongst the circumstances which go to establish the appellant’s 

There has not been a proper trial of the appellant. He has 
been convicted largely on the strength of statements many of 
which ought never to have been heard or used, and, in my 
opinion, we are bound to reverse the conviction and acquit the 
appellant. 

Conviction TevcTsed. 

B. R. 
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JAINABAI AKD ANOTHEE, Plaietiffs, V . E. D. SETHNA akd others, 

Beeiiitdants.^^ 

Mahoitmdan laio — Wdftf — Gift — Essential elements for validity — Power of 
revocation — General principles- — Vested vemaindeTs. 


Iq 1902 a SMa Mahoiuodau by deed conveyod certain immoveable property 
to himself and other trustees for himself for life and after his death for the 
. ■ j^yment of annuities to hk widow and daughter and tho balance to certain 
^ j patios. Further clauses provided that on the death of his widow her 
. was to go to certain other charities and that on the death of his 

given to her son. A farther proviso reserved 
I’h® settlor at any time to revoke all or any of the above trusts. 
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In 1908 lie revoked ike trnst/and exeoiited a o£ tke projetij. 

la 1909 . lie died and reooiveis of Ms cstaie were appoiated, ; . ■ ' 

His daughter tlieii filed a suii for a declaration inter dUaihs>t ilie revocation 
and subsequent niortgago were invalidj and that the ' original trusts still 
siibsistech 
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Eeldj that the conveyance in 1902 was invalid. 

Looked at from tie stand-point of the Mahomedaii laW-giver, a private 
trust would be no more than a private giti inter vivos through the medium 
of the third parly, and therefore subject to all the conditions of a valid gift, 
but qumre whether inivate trusts were known to Mahoraedan law. 

Banoo Begum v. Mir Abed AVM discussed and distinguished. 

On 31st July 1902 Ebrahimbhai Hashambhai, a Kboja 
Mabomedan, executed a deed by •which he purported to convey 
a certain immoveable property known as Dady Buildings, to 
himself and three other trustees to hold in trust to pay the net 
income to himseif for life, and after his death annuities to his 
wife and daughter and certain sums to specified charities. 
After the death of his wife her annuity was to be set aside 
for the maintenance of four Khoja orphans, and after the death 
of his daughter a lump sum was to be given to her son. A 
final proviso reserved to the settlor the power at any time to 
revoke any or all the trusts therein mentioned. Owing to 
financial difficulty in June 1908 the settlor began to negotiate 
for a loan on the security of a mortgage of the property the 
subject of the above settlement. For that purpose he executed 
a deed of revocation, dated 18 th July 1908, and nine days later, 
on 27th July 1908 he executed a mortgage of the property to Haji 
Alii Mahomed Haji Casum as security for a loan of Es. 8,00,000. 
Upon the death of Ebrahimbhai Hashambhai in July 1909, onO 
of his creditors brought an administration suit, and in that suit 
three receivers were appointed. On the 1st September 19Q9 
Jainahai, the daughter of Ebrahimbhai, and her son filed the 
present suit against the receivers, the trustees of the settlement of 
(1902) and the mortgagee. The Advocate General was joined as 
a party defendant by reason of the charitable bequests contained 
in the trust settlement. The plaintiffs prayed for a declaration 
that Ebrahimbhai Hashambhai was not entitled to revoke the 
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tra4 settleiiaent of 31sfc July 1902, that the deed of revocation 
and the subsequent mortgage were invalid, and that the tiust 
settlement was still valid and subsisting, and further prayed 
for the appointment of new trostee>s. 

Lowndes^ with Slrangmanj Advocate General, for the 
plaintiffs : — 

It is admitted that the settlor was governed by Shia law. 
Under the Shia law a power to revoke is bad. See Amir Ali 
(3rd Edition), Volume I, p. 89 : Nasir Eusaln v, SugJira Begam^^K 
Section 53 of the Transfer of Property Act does not apply to 
Mahomedans, and therefore does not affect the rule of Mahomedan 
law^ that a gift by a person who is not in insolvent circumstances 
at the time of the gift cannot be avoided by future creditors. 
That a life interest can be created and the subsequent interest 
dealt with is clear from dafioo Begum v. Mir Aled 
See also limes CJmncler Sircar v. Mussummai Zahoor Fatima^^K 
It may be taken from these cases that the Courts have modified 
the strict Mahomedan rule as to the invalidity of gifts Hn 
futuro \ In any case, where the donor stands in loco parentis 
to the donee, as here, no transfer of possession is necessary. 
See Wilson^s Digest (8rd Edition), p. 324. Finally this is a 
good trust under sections 5 and 6 of the Trusts Act. There 
was sufficient transfer of possession to complete the trust, in 
the opening, of a special account in the settlor's books. 


Setalwad^ with Bcnkes, for the first, second and third 
defendants r— 

The transfer was not sufficient. It is as necessary in the 
ease of trusts as in the case of gifts* See MoosMai w 
Yacoohlhai^^^. Further the settlement was in reality a wakf, 
containing, as it did, dedications to charity. Taking the 
settlement^, then, as a wakf, it is void because it does not 
fulfil the conditions required. See Baillie's Digest, p. 218. 


, Shoritj with Kogaji, for the fourth defendant ; — 

- ^ , The best possession possible, actual or constructive, ought to 
been given, but this was not done. No notice was 
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given to the tenants to attoin, and there was no transfer 
made in the hooks of the Municipality or Collector. See 
IhimI V. and MooscihkM v# Tacoobh/ictt^^^* Further the 

donor was not here in loco pct'ienhs to the donees as has been 
argued ^ the trustees were the donees# With regard to the 
allegred modification of the strict rule as to the invalidity of 
gifts ‘ in fwiivto ’ the cises cited do not show this. In. both L tnes 
Okmder Sircar v. Zahoor Fatlma^^ and Banco Begum v, Mir 
died Mi^^'> the settlement was for valuable consideration. 
There was no question of a voluntary gift. See also YahazulUih 
V. Bogapati'^'^, ThuSj if regarded as a private gift, it must he 
void, as being conditional, ' in Juturo reserving a power to 
revoke (see section 123 of Tran sfer of Property Act) and lastly 
as not completed by transfer of possession. But it may be re- 
garded as a wakfj with provisions by way of family settlement ; 
see Wilson, p. 346, and Mulla, Art. 144. If a wakf, it is again 
void because of the reservation of a power to revoke, and 
because the settlor has reserved part of the usufruct to himself. 
See Ilajee Kaluh Somin v. Musmmat Meh um Beelee^'^. The 
Trusts Act does not apply to wakf : see section 1 of the 
Act. If regarded as a testamentary or quasi-testamentary docu- 
ment, it is also void because it violates the Mahomedan law 
as to wills by which a testator cannot dispose of more than a 
third of his estate. Even if not void as a will, it has been 
twice revoked, {a) by deed of revocation, (J) by execution of 
the mortgage. Finally under 27 El z., e. 4, it is void as a 
voluntary settlement. In whatever light the document is re- 
garded, the settlor as a free agent has reserved a power to 
revoke, and has actually revoked. 

Mulla, with Bavar, for the sixth and seventh defendants, 
submitted to the order of the Court. 

Strangman, Advocate General, in reply : — 

27 Eliz., c. 4, no longer applies to India. Its place has been 
taken by section 68 of the Transfer of Property Act, and even 
this does not apply here. See section 2 (d) of the Act. 

(1) (18S9) 23 Bom. 682. (4) (1907) 82 Bom. 172. 

1 ^ ^ (2) (1904) 29 Bom. 267. (6) (1907) 30 Mad. 619. 

^ I (3) (1890) 17 I. A. 20 1. (6) (1872) 4 N. W. P. H. 0. Hep. 155. 
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Beamak, J, : — Tliis is a suit by the plaintiffs to enforce 
an alleged gift contained in a deed of 31st July 190?. The 
principal defendants are the receivers of the alleged douoi’s 
estate and the moitgagee. The deed, on which the plaintiffs 
rely, appears to be a voluntary settlement in common form con* 
taining the usual revocation clause. The gist of the document is 
thaj^ the settlor, Ebrahimbhai Bashambhai, gives the properties 
therein mentioned to himself and other trustees in tiust (1) for 
himself for life absolutely, (2) upon his death to his widow, 
Bahmatbai, an annuity of Rs. 500 a month, (3) to his daughter 
Jainabai, plaintiff No. 1 , an annuity of Rs. 750 a month, with 
various bequests to charitable objects. (4) On the death of the 
said Rahmatbai, her annuity to be devoted to other charitable pur- 
poses and on the death of his daughter Jainabai, an event which 
has not yet happened, a sum of Ks 1,50,000 to be given to his 
grandson Mahomedbhai, the minor plaintiff No, 2, with power to 
the settlor Ebrahimbhai Hashambhai to revoke all the afore- 
said bounties at his pleasure. In 1908, the settlor in the exercise 
of his power revoked the deed of 1902 and Lis co-trustees there- 
upon reconveyed to him all the settled properties. He, then, 
executed the mortgage, on which the defendant No. 4 relies! 
Ihe parties are Shias, Those are the undisputed facts upon 
which they go to trial. 


The plaintiffs contend that the gift contained in the deed of 
1902 was perfected by the settlor opening an account of the rents 
and profits in the name of the new trust, and therefore became 
irrevocable at any rate so far as Jainabai and Mahomedbhai 
are concerned, as they are within the prohibited degrees of 
relationship. 


There are a great many answers to the claim from which I 
will select six of the most effective which occur to me upon a 
rocoUection of the arguments. 


- (1) That the deed of 1902, upon which the plaintiffs rely, is 

B and not a deed of gift, and that being so, is void ab initio, 
^ of the founder having retained a life interest for 
dedicated property. 

I' 
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(2) If a gift^ then bad^ {a) because it k a qualified and a 
conditional gift, so far as the plaintiffs are concerned, only 
capable of taking effect fnluro^ (b) because it was not per- 
fected by actual delivery of possession of the thing given. 

(4) If a trust in the English sense within the meaning of sec- 
tions 5 and 6 of the Indian Trusts Act, then necessarily revocable. 

(5) If an ordinary voluntary settlement, vhich in form it 
appears to be, then again ceiiaioly revocable, as containing a 
revocation clause to which effect has been given. And I may 
add under the Indian statute law void ai tnitio^ as all voluntary 
settlements containing general revocation clauses of that kind 
must apparently be under section 126 cf the Transfer of 
Property Act. 

(6) That apart from its form, the deed of 1902 is in sub- 
stance and reality a testamentary disposition, the settlor's plain 
intention being that the objects of bis bounty should only obtain 
it after his death : and therefore like aU other wills revocable 
during the testato/s life-time. 

I will now proceed to deal a little more in detail with each 
of those answers. According to all the best accredited test 
bookb on Mahoinedan law, an ordinary gift inter vkos must be 
free from all pious or religious purposes. The deed of 1902 
mixes up charities with private donations to the kinsmen of the 
settlor and it is therefore contended that read as a whole no 
separate gift can be ibolateJ and cat off from the accompanying 
religious bequests. Considerations of this kind no doubt 
weighed with the Advocate General and decided him against 
pressing the claims of the various charities* For, it cannot 
seriously be argued that, in view of the life interest reserved 
by the settlor to himself, if this were a wakf, it would be a 
good and legal wakf. I am not, however, certain that th^ 
argument is so conclusive as the defendants appeared to think# 
It seems to me that gifts to private persons might be bestowed 
in the same deed which created charitable trusts and yet that 
the one might be quite separable and distinct from the other. 
V/heq the Mahomedan lawyers laid it down that a private 
^'1 \ pift nm$ to be legal and valid must be free from all 
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pious or religious purposes, it is at least arguable that they 
did not mean that a donor might not, by one and the same 
aet, give a part of his property for a definite piivate purpose 
involving no consideration of religion or piety and another part 
of the property, or even the same part of his property, assuming 
that the donees had exhausted their private interest in it, at 
the same time or thereafter in chanty. Yet I feel that there is 
considerable force in the contention , and, having regard to 
the somewhat rigid and narrow views of the authors of archaic 
systems of law, 1 doubt whether, reading this document as a 
whole and noting how ultimately its effects are directed to 
the foundation of charitable endowments, a Mabomedan lawyer 
would not say that the whole of it was affected with the 
character of a wakf. It that view were adopted, it would be 
a short and sate cut to the conclusion I am asked to draw. 
I should, however, hesitate, notwithstanding the completeness 
and unanswerableness of this contention, once its main premiss 
is granted, to base my decision on this ground alone. 

The second and the third answers pre-suppose that the 
instrument of 1902 was a deed of gift and not a wakf, and 
it is upon this hypothesis that the case has been most hotly 
contested. 


As a general rule of Mahomedan law, it is, I think, unques- 
tionable that an indispensable condition piecedent to a valid 
gift is that it should be unqualified and m prcssenti. The 
books are full of prohibitions, with simple illustrations against 
gift *« fnluio. In the piosent case, if ve look at what was 
actually intended to be done under the deed of 1902, stripped of 
technical phraseology, it was this The donor said:— -“I will 
give this propeity to myself for my life and after my death T 
Will distribute it^^ (in the manner I have described roughly 
above) and at the same time he reserved to himself in 
terms a power to revoke the whole of the gift during 
wn life-time. Now it is the rule of early Mahomedan 
jwever abominable the revocation of the gift migh 
recogniises it before actual delivery in all^sls,' 
where the gift hp * 
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relative within the piohibited degrees of consanguinity* 
Where the gift has been to a stranger or to relatives not 
within the prohibited degrees, the authorities say that the 
gift is revocable^ even after deliveiy of possession but only 
(a) with the consent of the donee, or (b) by the decree of a 
Judge. The first of these exceptions clearly implies a re-gift 
by the donee to the donor and is not strictly speaking a 
revocation at alL The second^ however, points equally clearly 
to the revocability of all gifts at the suit of the donor, even 
after possession has been given, unless the donee is within the 
prohibited degiees of lelationship. Like so much else in the 
Mahomed an law, it is not \ ery easy to understand the 
principle upon which this latter rule is founded or upon 
which the Ju^ge would gi^ or withhold the relief sought. 
Presumably his doing so would be something more than a 
mere torrnality going as a matter of course ; and w<|uld 
depend upon what he considered to be the equities of the 
parties in the paiticular case before him. It is not easy, 
indeed I doubt whether it is possible, to keep a discussion of 
the defendants^ two answeis, on the supposition that this 
was a gift, wholly distinct. For modern case law has con- 
fused the originally simple notions of the Mahomedan law- 
givers so much, both upon the indispensableness of the gift 
being unqualified, mdtji pmsenti and actual possession of the 
thing being given, that the two answeis constantly overlap, 
when reference is made to the authorities. It is first, how- 
ever, desirable to have a clear view of the facts. Now it 
cannot be denied that the two plaintiffs are related within 
the prohibited degrees of consanguinity, nor can it be denied 
that immediately after executing the deed of 1902, the settlor, 
under that deed, not only reserved to himself a complete 
life interest in the property but was also the only managing 
trustee, opened an account of the tents and profits in the 
name of the trust, and it is strenuously contended for the 
plaintiffs that this was a sufficient delivery of seisin to 
S$|fsfy the requirements of the Mahomedan law. Further, 
tiit if that were so, the gift having been completed by 
pi possession and the donees being the daughter 
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and grandson of - the donor^ it became from that moment 
irrevocable. This legal result, it is contended, is in no 
•way affected by the reservation in the deed of gift of a 
power of revocation or the postponement of the gift to the 
daughter and grandson to amuncertaimfuture^time, depending 
( ) upon the death of the settlor, and (2) upon the death’of 
Jamabai. In my opinion this contention is unsustainable. 
Looking to the clear and positive principles of the Mahomedan 
aw, I &nnot believe that any gift, which is only to take effect 
a ter the death of the donor, and during his life-time is expressly 
declared to be revocable by him, could ever be a valid gift. The 
question might have been complicated, had the donor died with- 
out revoking the'contemplated gifts. But even so, I should still 
ave been of opinion, that as declared in the instrument of 1902, 
the gifts to Jainabai and the minor plaintiff were illegal and 
invalid. Then there is the further question whether po'ssession 
was actually given or whether, indeed, having regard to the 
nature of the gift, it could have been given. The decision of 
the Privy Council in Umes C/iutider Sircar v. Musmmmat Zahoor 
Fatimu^'i which was a case between Sunnis, and Banoo Begum 
r. Mir Aled im, where the parties were Shias, have gone as 
far, I think, as our Courts are ever likely to go in the way of 
stretching theirules of the Mahomedan law. The former of 
these casesjdecides that anything “ like what we call in English 
law a vested remainder may be the subject of gift valid 
hording to the Mahomedan law. And our Court o^f Appeal 
in Banoo Begum v. Mir Abed Am, quoting that judgment with 
approval, applied it with the less hesitation to Shias because 
the Court was supplied with translations of a series of 
excerpts from Arabic text-books of authority which, the 
learned Judges thought, put beyond question the fact that 
the Shia law had all along recognized gifts of future and 
limited estates resembling what we call vested remainders 
It IS nob for me to question the authorityiof these decisions which 

s? nn ^ <«“ 

cited m support of the conclusions arrived at by • ' 
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theiir lordships in JBamo Begum^ a as indeed a very cursory 

examination will show, can really be carried that length. All 
these texts deal with the giving of a right of residence, a life 
interest, or an interest for a limited period. One of them 
certainly speaks of a gift to a man and his descendants, but 
taking them altogether and in their natural contexts, it is suh-» 
mitted that their plain meaning ought to be confined to what 
was then in the contemplation of the writex’s, namely, a single 
qualified gift i qualified, that is to say, not with reference to any 
rights which he might have reserved to himself by way of 
revocation or curtailment but simply with reference to the 
duration of the gift in time ; subject, again, to an exception in 
the case of gifts for residence which, while no doubt also limited 
in time by the life of the donee, are likewise limited in extent 
by the peculiar object for which the gift is expressed to be made. 
But none of these texts or observations to which my attention 
has been drawn in all the accredited Mahomedan law-books 
(with the exception of a single sentence in Amir Ali) can, I think, 
support the view that Mahomedan law-givers ever had in 
contemplation or intended to sanction the gift of a succession of 
independent and limited estates. I do not believe, speaking for 
myself, that any reputed Mahomedan law-book of Mahomedan 
lawyers contains any mention or had the faintest conception of 
anything so entirely artificial as the estates which our English 
law has created and recognized. As to the passage in Amir 
Ali, that is couched in the most sweeping and general terms and 
the learned author gives as his authority for it one of the texts 
quoted in Begum^s case which I have just referred to. 

As a mere matter of academic argument, I may be permitted to 
doubt whether the most ingenious logic could reconcile the 
indispensableness of giving de facto possession in jgrmHnti, to the 
■validity of a gift inter vivos with the gift of a remainder possibly 
postponed fifty years and therefore not taking effect till long 
after the death of the donor, being nevertheless a gift valid in 
Mahomedan law. These cases are indeed plainly examples of 
the strenuous attempts our Courts are constantly making to 
expand the rigid rules and principles of archaic systems of oriental 
law to meet the requirements of a rapidly growing, progressive, 
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and developing society. That attempts of that kind are inevi- 
table, politic, in every sense desirable, is not less clear than that 
endeavouring to attain their objects by thoroughly consistent 
and logical reasoning is attended with the very greatest difficulty, 
even if it be really possible. It would be very easy to substitute 
the most complex and artificial products of advanced civilized 
jurisprudence for the extremely crude and simple notions of 
primitive people. But so long as we profess to respect and give 
effect to the latter, I confess for ray own part that it is beyond 
my power to reconcile them by any process of completely logical 
reasoning with all that has preceded and is implied in the former. 
Tet even so it is not difficult I think to distinguish cases such as 
those I have referred to from the present case. For, if a man 
gives his house to A for his life and on his death to B for bis life 
and on his death to C, it is at least possible for the donor as 
between himself and A the first term m the series of estates 
to comply with all requirements of the Mahomedan law. 
He may announce his gift, A may accept it and the donor 
may then put A in actual possession of the property. I may, 
however, observe that the illustration I have given is very 
different from caries of Omra and Sukna mentioned in the texts 
upon which the judgment in Bamo Begum is founded. What the 
old law-givers had then in contemplation was nothing more than 
the donor divesting himself of his property in favour of the 
donee for the time, on the expiration of which the property 
lyould automatically revert to the donor. And this principle is 
not, I think, afiected by extending the gift in general terms to 
the descendants of the first donee. The donee and his descend- 
ants are then regarded as the single object of the benefaction, 
the only difference being that in the natural course of events 
the addition of descendants would protract the duration of the 
first gift and postpone its reversion to the donor. Coming back 
to oUr present case it will be seen at once that it differs in one 
wery material point. For, the first donee is the donor himself j 
it is, therefore, impossible, as in the first case I put, for him 
!^ply in any way with those conditions which the Maho^ 
t Jaw makes indispensable to a valid gift. And that being 
f he by a fictional process identifying Mm in some 
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way with the reiooter object of the bounty that the gift could 
ever be valid at all. This difficulty has pressed very heavily on 
the learned and eminent counsel who argued the plaintiff^s ease 
with so much ability. It has been contended that inasmuch 
as this gift took the form of a trust, the donees technically at 
any rate were the trustees, including the settlor himself who was 
the managing trustee. Therefore, it is said, the only way in 
which actual seisin could be given was the way which the settlor 
took, that is to say, hy opening a fresh account of the rents and 
profits of the property in the name of the trust instead of in his 
own private name. Now, while that might serve in certain cases 
to surmount the initial difficulty I have been considering, it does 
not appear to me to touch what is the substantial and real diffi- 
culty falling partly under both the defendants^ answers on this 
head. I mean of course that whatever the artificial legal con- 
struction of the settlor’s position might be, in fact he had retained 
possession as he indeed intended to retain it in his own 
hands and for his own use as long as he lived. Further, if we 
are to borrow a technicality from the English law of trust to 
fortify this argument and that the trustees were the donees 
within the meaning of Mahomedan law and that one of them 
having assumed possession and management of the property, 
the gift was complete, then I do not see how we can escape 
from the further consequence that the donees themselves restored 
the gift to the * original donor. If the plaintiffs seek to 
surmount that objection by invoking another rule of Mahomedan 
law, that where a person gives to one to whom he stands m loco 
j)are%fu^ his possession becomes in law the possession of the 
donee and the gitt therefore irrevocabte, the answer is again 
plain and conclusive. That special rule of law is only 
applicable in cases where the donor standing m loco pamiik to 
the donee purports to give to the latter in prmmti but himself 
retains the actual physical possession. I insist upon the words 
in ffmenti because that appears to be the very foundation of the 
rule. Here, it was not the intention of the donor to give this 
property immediately either to his wife, his daughter, or to his 
grandson, and it could only be where that intention synchronised 
with the donor retaining possession of the property given, that 
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that possession converted by the intention would be regarded in 
law as constructively the possession of the donee. There is not, I 
believe, a single instance of that rule being applied where a father 
says, "I give my property to myself for my life and on my death, 
to my son,” for in such circumstances there can be no intention 
in the donor to part with the property during his life-time. 
The most that he can be said to surrender in such eases is the 
power of alienating the property, and that is not a thing of 
which possession can be given in any sense compatible with the 
principles of the Mahomedan law of gift. But these answers 
appear to me to be absolutely conclusive against the plaintiffs 
even on the assumption that the deed of 1902 was not a wakf 
but a deed of gift. 


It was next contended that under sections 5 and 6 of the 
Indian Trusts Act, this was a good trust. With the utmost 
deference to the eminent and learned Judge who decided the 
case of MoosabJiai v. Tacoolhhai^^\ I do gravely doubt whether 
private trusts were known to Mahomedan law. I doubt whether, 
in any of the standard works upon that subject, private trusts 
will be found in any index. They are mentioned in Mulla’s 
recent work but solely on the authority of Moosabhai v. Tacooh- 
hhaL The point is perhaps of no great importance, for looked 
at from the standpoint of the Mahomedan law-giver, a private 
trust would be no more than a private gift inter vivos through 
the medium of the third party and therefore subject to all the 
conditions of a valid gift. But it has been argued in this case 
that inasmuch as the trust in the English sense does not 
conflict with any part of the Mahomedan law, if this is a good 
trust, its effect would Be the same as a good gift and therefore 
the quality of irrevocability would attach to it. I am altogether 
unable to accede to this contention to which Mr. Lowndes 
committed himself, I must say, with some diffidence. It amounts, 
when analysed, to this : that while this may not be a good gift 
^ |aecording to the Mahomedan law of gift, it is a good trust aceord- 
j -^1 to the English law of trust. There can be no question, 
if we are to regard it strictly from that point of 
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YieWi it would liko sill otker trusts bo rovocublo* But th^u it 
is argued that this cannot be so because although merely valid 
as an English trust it has been made by Mahomedans and therefore 
takes on the whole the character of a Mahomedan gift, the 
beneficiary being within the prohibited degrees* One feature of 
that character is irrevocability, that is to say, that while it might 
be a bad gift in the eye of Mahomedan law because it was 
qualified, because it was in futnrO) because possession was not 
given, yet it is a good trust. A good trust is revocable : a good 
gift to donees of a class is, amongst Mahomedans, irrevocable. 
This good trust would be a bad gift amongst Mahomedans but 
being a good trust and made by Mahomedans and the Mahomedan 
law having nothing to say upon such a subject, it must take 
effect as though it were a good and not a bad gift and so become 
irrevocable. That argument, however ingenious, appears to me 
to be thoroughly unsound. If it is only a trust because it fulfils 
the requirements of sections 5 and 6 of the Indian Trusts Act, 
then it is revocable and has been revoked. If it is anything more 
than that and seeking to enforce it upon that footing would 
bring it into conflict with any rule of the Mahomedan law 
which is the case here, then sections 5 and 6 of the Trusts Act 
have no application. 

The fifth answer is that on the very face of it the deed of 
1902 is a voluntary settlement in English common form. I have 
no doubt that it is, I have no doubt that it is something of 
which the early Mahomedan law-givers had not the faintest 
conception; therefore to provide for the legal operation and 
effect of which they could not possibly lhave made any provi- 
sion. If it is no more than that, then it would of course in 
England be revocable since it contains the usual revocation 
clause. The Indian law appears to go further and under section 
126 of the Transfer of Property Act it is noteworthy that all 
voluntary settlements containing a revocation clause appear to 
hhpro tanio absolutely void. 
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Lastly, whatever this m^y he in form, for all practical purposes 
it really is a testamentary disposition of a part of the settlor's 
estate. No doubt modera ingenuity will seek ways of this kind 
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of evading the rigid restrictions of the old law. But Courts will, 
Jaisajbai I think, be wary against allowing Mahomedans under the guise 
of deeds of gifts to will away their property contrary to the 
SniHifi. provisions of their law. When a man says, “I give the whole 
of my property to myself for my life-time and on my death to 
my friend Z/' were the Courts to validate such an intention 
whether wrapped up in the form of a trust or not, it would be 
lending themselves to defeat the Mahomedan law of wills. 
Apart from that consideration a will is of course revocable and 
therefore if, upon a true construction of the deed of 1902, it 
should appear to be in substance, whatever it may be in form, 
a testamentary disposition of property, it could, in the first place, 
take effect upon no more than one-third of the testator’s estate, 
and in the next place, it would be open to him to revoke it at 
any time before his death. 

These, I think, are reasons enough for my conclusion that the 
plaintiffs^ suit fails and must be dismissed with all costs. 

Suit climmeil. 

Attorneys for plaintiffs Messrs. Pa^ne Co. 

Attornejs for defendants 1, 2, 8, 6 and 7:— Messrs. MatuUai, 
Jamieiram and Maclan, 

Attorneys for defendant 4 -.—Messrs. Smetkam, Bi/rne ^ Co, 
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Before Mr. Justice Chandmatlm and Mr. Ju'stice Batchelor. 

IM ms MATTES OT THE LAND ACQUISITION ACT I OP 1804. 

THE GOVEENMENT OE BOMBAY, ArpEMAnrs, v. ESUEALI 
SALEBIIAI, EEsroNDLNT.** 

land AcquisUion Act ( I of 18H)~“ Land^'-Acquisition of ouistaadino 

inurests where G-oVemment owns fee-sim^le. 

Pee Chakdavaekab, J. : To acquire a land [Sc. under the land 
^tofeitioa Act] is not necessarily the same thing as to puichase the right of 

purchase of such iutoiesis as clog the light of 
f f tf W it for any purpose they like. 

I \ 3 ( j • Jkferenoe No. 8 of 1906. 

N<?. 84 Of 1908» 
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The teinitioii given to tlie woyd land In seotion B (a) of tjie Aet is not 
0zlianstive..#*,,.»#* The nse of the inclusive verb includes^ sliowrs that 
tlie legislature intended to lump together in one single expression— 

land ’’—several things or particulars, such as the sod, the buildings on it, 
any charges on it, and other interests in it, all of which have a separate 
existence and are capable of being dealt with either in a mass or separately as 
the exigencies of each case arising under the Act may requiie. 

BatcheIjOB, J. Government are not debarred fiom acquiring and 
paying for the only outstanding interests merely because the Act, whieli 
primarily contemplates all inteiests as held outside Government, directs that 
the entire compensation, based upon the market ^ alue of the whole land, must 
be distributed among the claimants. In such circumstances there is no in. 
supeiahle objection to adapticg the procedure to the case on the footing that 
the outstanding interests, which are the only things to be acquired, are the 
only things to be paid for* 

Appeal from a reference to the High Court under section 18 
of the Land Acquisition Act (I of 1894?), In November 1902 
Government notified their intention of acquiring, for a 
public purpose, a certain plot of land, with buildings 
oil it, situate at Parel Road, and, after the usual notices 
had been issued and other formalities duly observed, the 
Collector entered upon an inquiry in December 1902. The 
only claimant appearing at this inquiry was Esufali Salebhai 
who was in possession of the land in his capacity as 
executor of one Salebhai Heptoola. On 14th May 1904, Gov- 
ernment gave notice to the claimant to quit, and on 29fch June 
the Government Solicitor set up the claim that the land belonged 
to Government, and that Salebhai was only a tenant by suffer- 
ance and had therefore no light to compensation except for 
the buildings. The inquiry proceeded, however, and the 
Collector on the evidence decided in favour of Government, 
and> after arriving at a valuation of the whole plot, 
awarded to the claimant compensation for the buildings 
alone. The claimant declined to accept the award and the 
Collector accordingly referred the matter to the High Court* 

Macleod, J., on tlie reference made a slight alteration in 

the figures of the amount and awarded the whole sum to the 
elairaanb, on the ground that in the first place the Collector had 
no jurisdiction to decide the question of title as between Goy* 
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eminent and the claimant, and, secondly, Government, after 

having once proceeded to acquisition under the Act, could not 
in such proceedings set up the claim of ownership. Fiom this 
decision Government appealed. 

Roheitsoa, with him Sirangmm, Advocate-General, for the 
appellants : — 

The Judge in the Court below held that he had no 
jurisdiction to come to any finding on the first sis 
issues, viz , as to title to the land as between Gov- 
ernment and the claimant. And yet ho awarded the total 
compensation to the claimant, whose title to it had been 
disallowed by the Collector. If the Collector had no juris- 
diction, then the Judge had no jurisdiction to hear the 
reference. But the Collector had jurisdiction. It is his duty 
to ascertain the interest of the claimants, and in doing so 
he must necessarily decide the interest of Government. 
The two Allahabad cases, Imdad Ah Khan v. The Collector 
of Pa)ahhalad^^ and The Crown Brewery, Muswone, v. The 
Collector of Dehra I)un^^\ must be distinguished , they were 
both decided under the old Act (X of 1870). The power 
of the Government to levy assessment on land under City of 
Bombay Land Revenue Act (Bom Act II of 1876) shows 
they have interest in land. 



Jufdme, with Selaliad, for the respondent : — The rent due 
to Government on this land is a demand on it, and not 
an interest in it. But m any event the Act does not 
contemplate Government taking up land in which it is 
interested. Having put the Act into force, Government 
13 estoped from making any claim to any interest. What 
is acquired is the land and all the interests' therein : Bomlau 
Improvement Tmst v. Jallhoif^h The Act thus cannot 
contemplate Government taking up its own interests, however 
small. Government could sell its interest to the acquiring 
dy. In section 3 (J) the definition of “ person interested ” 
-es Government, because Government is not interested in 
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the compensation. Section 2) emitemphtes that the compen- 
sation shall be the whole market value of all the interests in the 
land. See also CoUeotor of Belgaum v. Bhimrao^^^ which is 
supported by lalbkofs cuse^^^ Section 11 (ii) and (iii) clearly 
exclude Government, and aim at compensating the persons 
dispossessed. The Crown is not affected in any way by a statute 
unless there is express provision to that effect in the statute . 
Secretary of State / q} India v. If Government 

has any claim here, it can file a suit. 

Boierison in reply ~ 

With regard to the point of estoppel, there was no suggestion 
of this in any of the issues. But Government is not here 
acquiring its own interest, it is acquiring land in which 
it is interested. It is suggested Government might sell 
its interest to the acquiring body, but suppose Govern- 
ment is acquiring for itself. Section 11 (liij does not force 
the Collector to apportion to any person more than com-* 
pensation for his particular interest. There is no need for 
the Crown to be expressly mentioned. See Bell v. Ilmmjpd 
Commissioners for City of Madtas^^K 

Chaxbavarkar, J.:— In my opinion, Macleod, J., from whose 
decree passed upon a reference from the Collector of Bombay, 
under the Land Acquisition Act, this is an appeal,' has taken 
too narrow a view of the Act, not supported cither by the" 
language and object of its provisions or the law relating to 
the rights of the Crown. 

The question for decision arises under the following circum* 
stances, shortly stated. 

The land in dispute having been, in the opinion of Govern- 
ment, required for a public purpose, a declaration to that effect 
was published by them, and the Collector of Bombay adopted 
the preliminary steps and observed the formalities, required 
by the Act, for the compulsory acquisition of the property. 
The land had buildings on it. The respondent, who claimed both 
the land and buildings as owner, having declined the amount 

(l) (X0O8) 10 Bom L B 657. (3) (1889) 14 Bom* 218. 

in (1909) 88 Bom. 48^ (4) (1902) 25 Mad. 457 at p. 495« 
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of compensation oflured by Government on the ground of 
iimclequacj’', the OoIIector commenced an inquiry into the 
value of the property for the purpose of determining the 
amount of compensation payable under the Act* In the course 
of the inquiry the Government Solicitor, who represented 
Government before the Collector, put forward their claim to 
the land as owners and averred that, as the respondent had 
held it as a tenant by mere sufferance, he was entitled to com- 
pensation in respect of the value of the buildings only. The 
Collector took evidence and, arriving at the conclusion that 
Government were owners of the land, he made an award of 
Rs. 41,693-2‘'8 as the amount of compensation payable to the 
respondent for the buildings. The respondent having refused 
to accept the award and asked for a reference to this Court^ 
the Collector referred the matter accordingly. 

Macleod, J*, before whom the case came to be heard, has 
held that the Collector had no jurisdiction to go into and de- 
termine the question of title for the purposes of the inquiry 
before him ; that the Act does not apply to land of which 
Government are, or claim to be, owners ; and that, where they 
have begun by setting the machinery of the Act in motion for 
the compulsory acquisition of any land from a private indivi- 
dual as owner of it, they cannot plead in these proceedings 
their^ own right as owner and claim compensation in 
respect of it as against him. Upon this view, without going 
into the question of title to the land raised before him, the 
learned Judge has directed the whole amount of compensation, 
both for the laud and the buildings, aggregating two lakhs of 
rupees and od I, to be paid to the respondent, who was claitn- 
ant before the C< Hector. 

The re'^ult of this decree is that the respondent is held not 
entitled to determination of his right to the land, although 
sections SO and 81 of the Act di^t^nct!y contemplate that such 
must be determined by the Court before the claimant can 
compensation. Further, if the construction which 
teamed Judge has put upon the language of the Act is 
the Grown is owner, but which is in the 



foil. XXXIV.) BOMBAY SESIBS. 

occupation of a subject wader a lease or the like, cannot be 
compulsorily acquired under the Act, hawever urgent, on 
public grounds, the need of such acquisition may be. 

The result is not satisfactory from the public point of view#^ 
But if the Act, on a proper construction of its language, allows 
it, it cannot be helped. The leainied J udge^s view is supported 
by two decisions of the Allahabad Hign Court which he has 
cited ^ — Imacl AU Khm v. The GMeefor of FaraMabad^^^; 
T/ie Crom}i Brewery ^ Mussoorie^ v. The Collector of Behr^t Bun^^^K 
Those, indeed, were decisions under the old Land Acquisition 
Act (X of 1870) ; but there is no material difference in 
principle or lan^fuage between that and the present Act# 
In my opinion, the language of the Act, reasonably construed, 
does not lend itself to the interpretation put upon it by 
llacleod, J. 

It is to be remarked at the outset that the Land Acquisition 
^ Act was passed by the legislature for the purpose of compul- 
sorily acquiring any land when it is required for a public 
purpose or for companies. The legislature has constituted 
the Local Government the judge of that requirement, and the 
Collector, agent of that Government, for the purpose of 
compulsory acquisition. The Allahabad decision in Imad AU 
Kha% V# The OoUector of Farakhahai^^'^ proceeds upon the 
ground that it is a contradiction in terms to speak of the 
Collector as seeking acquisition of a land which he asserts is 
his own. But the Collector is not seeking his own : he is 
merely the agent of the Local Government who are constituted 
the statutory authority to acquire the land compulsorily. 
When the land has been so acquired, the land becomes, indeed, 
absolutely vested in the Government free of all incumbrances 
(section 16) ; bub that is for devoting the land to the purpose for 
which its compulsory acquisition was declared necessary# 
Such is not the case with land of which, in ordinary parlance, 
it is usual to speak as land ownnl by Government, Legally, 
the Local Government own no laud. The Crown is the 
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owner of all State lands and property, and these are vested in 
the Government of India in trust for the government of the 
country (21 & 22 Vic., e. 106, s. 37j. And the Government, under 
that power, can use the Crown lands for any purpose. But the 
Crown remains owner unless the ownership has been transferred 
to a subject by way of fee-simple. This difference must be 
borne in mind in interpreting the provisions of the Land Acqui- 
sitioH Act. 

It is quite true that there can be no such thing as the cow-. 

pulsory acquisition of land, owned by and in the occupation 
and control of the Crown. The Land Acquisition Act cannot 
apply to such lands, because all Crown lands being vested in 
the Government, they are competent and free to devote any 
of those lands to a public purpose. It is a contradiction in 
terms to say that the Government are compulsorily acquiring 
that which they have already acquired otheiwise, both as to 
title and possession. 

But suppose a land owned by the Crown and vested in the 
Government has been parted with in such a way as to create 
in favour of a subject of the Crown a limited right to hold and 
use it for specific purposes while reserving to the Crown the 
ownership of the land, Le, the freehold interests in it, not 
merely the Crown’s right to land revenue. As an instance 
of this kind of land ownership reference may be made to the 
decision of Westropp, 0. J., in The Jmtim of the Peace for 
the City of Bomlay v. The G. L P. Railway Oompanf^. In 
such a case, the land with its freehold interests is not free so 
as to enable the Government to use it for a public purpose 
unless they buy out the person who has the right to hold and 
use it. And if they buy, the purchase extends only to that 
person’s right to hold and use, in fact, to his partial interest 
in the land, not to the ownership, because the latter 
is already in the Crown. Nevertheless, when the sale has taken 
|l^, the Crown “ acquires ” the land in the sense that it is 
^0^ any pnrpose it likes. To acquire a land is not 
the same thing as to purchase the right of fee-simple 

0 (18JS)i9 Bom. H. 0. 217. 
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to it, but means the purchase ot such interests as clog the 
right of Government to use it for any purpose they like# 

The Land Acquisition Act substitutes a compulsory for a con- 
ti actual acquisition of land^ where it is required for a public 
purpose. The object is to get at the land for a public purpose : 
and the word land has a definition expressly given to it in the 
Act, which is not exhaustive, because the Act says : The ex- 
pression ^ land ^ includes benefits to arise out of the land, and things 
attached to the earth, oi permanently fastened to anything 
attached to the earth/’ The use of the inclusive verb 

includes shows that the legislature intended to lump to- 
gether in one single expression— \iz. ‘ land” — several things 
or pai ticulars, such as the soil, the buildings on it, any charges 
on it, and other interests in it, all which have a separate exist- 
ence and are capable of being dealt with either in a mass or 
separately as the exigencies of each case arising under the Act 
may require. 

Thus, in an ordinary case, where a land in the sense of fee- 
simple is owned by one person, and the buildings on it are 
owned by another, the Collector has to enquire into the market 
value of the land as land having buildings on it, and in so doing 
lie fixes the value oi each separately and apportions the 
compensation accox'clingly : Dnnm Xal Seal v. Qopi Nath 
Klietry fib 
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But it i'» said that the Act cannot have, been intended by the 
legislature to apply where the Crown represented by the 
Government claims to bo interested in the land as owner. In 
support of this view, Macleod, J , relies principally on sections 
11, 15 and 23 of the Act, and he concludes that there is no 
provision for the acquisition of anything less than permanent 
interests in the land, and land in the Act must mean land irre- 
spective of any interests which have been created in it/* 


This conclusion is opposed to the wide meaning attached to 
the term land by the definition given in section 3 of the Act. 
It is true that in sections 11, 15 and 28, the word ^^land appears 


(U (1895) 22 Cal. 8^0, 
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at first sight as if it were used ia the ordinary sense, but even ou 
that narrow construction due and full effect can be given to the 
language of those sections consistently with the right of the 
Oiown to intervene and claim its interest as owner of a land 
acquired for a public purpose as against a claimant. 

Macleod, J.’s view^ as I understand it, is that because 
section 11 requires the Collector to determine “ the value of the 
land,” to state in his award its area and the amount 
of compensation which should be allowed for the land, ” 
and because under sections 16 and 23 the Collector and 
the Court are bound to determine the amount of compen- 
sation with reference to “the market value of the land,” 
the plain intention of the legislature appears to bo that 
what they had in view as the subject-matter of compulsory 
acquisition and compensation .vas ‘ land ” as distinguished 
from any interest in it less than permanent. The fact that 
provision is made in the Act for the determination of the 
amount of compeusatiou with reference to “ land ” while the 
Act is silent as to the acquisition of any interests less than 
permanent in it, has led the learned Judge to that conclusion. 
And in supporting his decree, the respondent’s counsel has 
argued before us that in the case of a land ot which the Crown 
is owner, the sections above mentioned can have no meaning 
and application. Of what use is it, asks the counsel, to deter- 
mine the area of, and fix the compensation for such land, when 
the Crown, being its owner, has to pay nothijjg and receive 
nothing ? 


This argument would be unanswerable if it were clear that 
the determination of the area and of the amount of compensation 
was absolutely useless and irrelevant in the case of a land owned 
by the Crown, that, in fact, no necessity could conceivably exist 
or ari-e in the case of such lands. The necessity for such 
, feermination must, indeed, exist invariably wheie the laud 

■ r acquired was owned by a subject of the Crown. 

at kind arising under the Act must, in the vety 
tings, be moie frequent than eases of lands owned by 
E we assume that the legislature had those 
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more frequent cases in vievr in enacting the provisions of the Act 
now under disen ssioBj it cannot be maintained that those 
provisions arc altogether valueless and inapplicable to the rarer 
cases of lands owned by tbe Crown. Even as to these^ it may 
be sometimes necessary to determine the area and the amount of 
compensation payable for the land, as distinguished from 
subordinate interests, as a matter of account, because the 
acquisition may be for a company or other body, fiom whose 
pockets the money is ultimately to come. Due and full effect is 
given to the sections if we have regaid to these considerations. 
They are intended for most of the cases arising under the Act, 
and because in some cases they are superfluous, it does not 
follow that the latter weie meant to be excluded from the 
operation of the Act. 

According to Maclcod, J., in the Act must mean land 
irrespective of any interests which have been created in 
such as the interest of a tenant from year to year or of a tenant 
holding for a period over a year. He says : ^'Take the case of 
a lease for ninct 5 ’'“niue years, fifty years of which have still to 
lun when Government wish to acquire the lank How is the 
Collector to arrive at the value of the lessee^s interest in the 
lemainder of the term No doubt in the case of a fee-simple, 
the so-called tenant is and must bo treated as the owner 
interested in the land entitled to compensation for it. So far I 
agree with Macleod, J. See The GoUeetor of Poona v. KasMnath^^K 
But I cannot agree w^hen he says that in the case of lands 
let out for a peiiod over a year, it is difficult to see how the 
Government can take action under the Land Acquisition Act if 
it desires to pub an end to the term, unless the words ^the 
compensation payable for the land' in section 11 can be paraphras- 
ed into compensation for those interests in the land which are not 
vested in Government.'' Now, as a matter of law, these words have 
been in effect so paraphrased in cases to which private individuals, 
not Government, were parties and which have been decided 
under the Act. In Tie Colhetor of Poom v. Ka8MnatU^\ there 
was a claim for compensation made by certain tenants, who hold 
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under an unexpired lease of nine years of tlie land for gardening 
purposes at the time of compulsory acquisition by the Collector. 
And it was held by this Court that " as persons interested in the 
hnd under section 3, they are entitled to share in the total 
compensation aAvardcd for the fee-simple of the property.’’ 
In liiih V. The Seorelary of Sfu^e for hului^'^ it was held 
that the term market value of land, as used in the Act, 
includes not only freehold interests, hut also the interests of 
tenants, etc. In Jfurain Ghanira v. The Secretary of State 
for India in CoinicU^^\ it was decided that a yearly tenant 
is entitled to share in the compensation under the Act as 
well as a tenant for peiiods over a year, f’acleod J., appears to 
have been pressed by the difficulty of ascertaining the value of 
the interest of a lessee holding for a fixed period in the 
unexpired term of his lease. No guidance is given, indeed, in 
the Act for the valuation of such interests. The reason appears 
to be that the logislatuu*, having given a general direction that 
the amount of comiensation jayable for a land shall be 
determined according to its market value, left the decision as to 
the interests subordinate to the right of ownership or fee-simple 
to rest upon prineiple-s which the Collector or the Court may see 
fit to apply in each case on grounds of law and equity. 
Interests in or benefits arising out of land are various, and it 
would have been practically impossible to mention them 
exhaustively and provide for each of them in the Act, 





The whole question is the intention of the legislature. Did it 
intend by this Act to exclude from its operation lands let out by 
Governiuent, without a transfer of the fee-simple ? Where that 
intention is not expressed in exploit terms^ it has to be gathered 
not merely from the language of some sections but by a 
consideration and comparison of all the sections in the Act bearing 
on the question for determination, and aKo from the purview 
mnd policy of the Act. Sections 11, 15 and 23 of the Act, on 
which Macleod, J., has rested his reasoning, must be read with 
sections 30 and 81. These distinctly contemplate that the 
of compensation determined under tho-^e sections must be 
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paid to the person entitled to it, or where there are several 
peiNons claiming, it must bo apportioned among them according 
to their respective rights. That is the paramount intention of 
the Act with reference to the payment. In that respect it follows 
the Lands Clauses Act in England, as to which it has been held 
that^ it the person who is entitled to the land who ought to 
have the money.” Per Cotton, L. J., in Li re 

But it is iirojed that in any case the Land Acquisition Act 
cannot apply to the Grown, becau'^e the Crown is not mentioned 
in it. In The Beereiaiy of Skde for Indii v. MiUi^rahhai^^\ 
there is a dictum of this Court that the rule of construction of 
English law, according to which the Crown is not affected by a 
statute, unless there are word'^ in it to that effect, applies to 
India. That dictum was on the authority of the decision in 
Ganpat Putaya v. The OolUdn of Kamra^^K The head-note 
to the report of The Seodaiy of Sfak for India \\ MafluifahhaTI^ 
is misleading where it says that, according to the judgment in 
that case, ^Hhe rule of coosiriiction, according to which the 
Crown is not affected by a statute unless specially named in it, 
applies to India/^ The words specially named'’ are the 
reporter’s, not of the Court. The rule of Engli-sh law is that a 
statute does not bind the Grown, unless it is named in it 
expressly or by necessary implication. See the Judgment of 
Wills, J., in Cooper v. 

In cases arising under the Lands Clauses Act in England, it has 
been held that tlm interests of the Crown are not affected by 
anything in the Act : Li re ^lamr of LitveHfoft^^^hvAi the ground 
of that, as explained by Baggallav, L. J., in that case, is that 

you cannot by any pioeess under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act bring the Crown into Court as a litigant to 
contest any claim before the Court.” But the Crown, may waive 
its prerogative in that respect and intervene where its rights and 
revenue are affected and take the benefit of any particular Act, 
though it be not named therein. That is so by the common 

Cl) (1883) 24 Ch. B, 253, 257. (3) (1875) 1 Bom. 7 at p. D. 

m (1880) 14 Bom, 213. (4) |■19U4] 2 K. B. X64 at p. 168. 
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law o£ the realm, and from time immoniorial the prerogative 
rights of the Crown cannot be restricted by an Act of Parliament 
without express words/^ where its revenue is affected: Tke 
Attorney -General v. ComtaUe^^\ And the right of the Crown to 
intervene and have a trial afc bar where it is actually and 
immediately interested in the litigation, is a branch of the 
Royal prerogative. [Per Wiles, tT.^ citing Ohitty'\s Practice in 
Dixon V. Farrer^^'^^ No doubt, though the whole amount of 
compensation, determined in the present ease under the Act, is 
paid to the respondent, the Crown is not concluded by the 
payment and is entitled to claim it from him in a separate suit. 
But, nevertheless, the Court has a duly to perform under the 
express provisions of the Act before ifc decrees payment. It has 
to cletei'minc whether the person claiming the amount of 
compensation, whether for the land or the buildings on it or 
other interests in it, has the right to receive it in the capacity 
which he asserts. Under these circumstances it is not sound 
law, not to say Justice, to say to the Crown : You can sue the 
claimant if you think j"ou arc entitled to what he claims/’ 

I have so far dealt with the case on the assumption that what 
is claimed on belialf of the Crown is the proprietary title to,^or 
fee-simple of, the land and Jiot merely the right to levy 
assessment, which exists in the case of lands held by one of its 
subjects as proprietor, liable to pay assessment. In Waoroji 
Beramji v. Eoffers^^\ the opinion was expressed “ that most, 
though not all, of the lands in Bombay are held in perpetuity,^’ 
and were estates in -which the possessors had a permanent 
interest. In the case of such lands, the fee-simple of the land 
would be in the occupier, not in the Crown | and the former 
would be entitled to the amount of compensation as owner 
intciested in the land Whether the Government demand 
called a'-sessment oi pension tax, or quit*rent, or ground rent, is 
in reality a tax or rent, is a difficult problem, which has given 
rise to serious controversy among statesmen and political 
economists. Macleod, J., thinks the demand in such eases is a 

rr v ■■ ' 

- i Bi. Bit, 173. (3) (1886) 17 Q. B. 3>. 668 at p, 664. 

' sfi* \ f») (1867) 4 Bom. H C. 1 at p. 108. 
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tax, I will not veaturo to discuss that quostioa^ bccauso it ife 
not necessary for the purposes of this case# By the pleadings in 
the Court below, the title asserted on behalf of the Crown is 
that of owner of the land, who let in the respondent as a tenant 
for specific purposes, meaning that the latter had no fce^simplc 
of the property. The question before tlie Court, therefore, is 
whether at the date of acquisition by the Oolleebor the respondent 
had any right to the land apart from the buildings, entitling 
him to receive the amount of compensation which remains after 
deducting the amount payable for the buildings as a person 
interested in the land/^ 

On these grounds^ the decree appealed iroui must be reversed# 
As that decree was passed by the learned Judge on the ground 
of want of jurisdiction to decide the question of title, the 
disposal of the case by him must be regarded as one on a 
preliminary point and the case must be remanded for a decision 
on the question whether the claimant (respondent) had any 
interest in the land, as distinguished from his interest in it 
in virtue of the buildings, which entitles him to compensation# 

If it bo found that he had such interest, the Court below 
should determine the amount payable to him in respect of it 
and pass a decree accordingly. If, on the other hand, the 
Court holds that the respondent has no such interest in the 
land, ho should have a decree for compensation in respect of the 
buildings only, since there is no dispute as to his right to it. 

Before parting with the appeal, I ought to point out that, 
though the title of the Crown has been asserted in this case, 
the Crown is formally not on the record. It is represented by 
the Government of Bombay; but, according to law, in all 
litigation to which the Crovrn is a proper party, it is the 
Secretary of State for India who alone can represent it. 

That is how it strikes me at present, and I say so because 
the point was not raised either before us or in the lower 
Court. If there i^s any legal defect on the ground I mention, 
it can bo easily remedied by the Court bringing ou the record 
the Secretary of State so as to make the decision final and 
binding in law as between the Government and the claimant. 
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See Euhan Chand v. Jaganmth All costs iocludiaj 
those of this appeal shall be dealt with bj the learned Judge 
in his discretion. 

Batcheloe, J* 5— This is an appeal by the Government of 
Bombay from a decision of Mr. Justice Macleod in a reference 
from the Collector of Bombay under section 18 of the Lmd 
Acquisition Act, 189 i. The material facts are these. The 
land in question measures 13,141 square yards and in Kovem- 
ber 1902 was notified for acquisition by Government in order 
to the extension of the chemical laboratory in the vicinity of 
the Si;r J. J, Hospital. Certain buildings of considerable value 
stood upon the land. The usual inquiry prescribed by the 
Act was begun and continued by the Collector, apparently 
on the ’footing that the title to the Lmd as well as to the 
buildings was in the claimant-respondent, Esofali Salebhai ; but 
on 29th June 1901 in the course of the inquiry, the Govern* 
ment Solicitor, appearing in what he described as a new 
attitude/^ set up the contention that the land was entiiely 
the property of Government and was held by the respond- 
ent on sufferance only. The Collector proceeded with 
his inquiry and dealt with this disputed question of title. In 
the end he found, foi reasons stated, thrit the respondent ^^is 
thus only a tenant of Government on sufferance, and, Govern* 
ment having through their Solicitor given him notice to quit 
or deliver up possession of the land under acquisition 
(Ex. No. 14), which notice has already expired, is entitled to 
compensation for buildings only, which I accordingly grant/* 
The Collector found that the amount of compensation due in 


respect of the buildings was Rs. 41,633-2-2, which sum he 
awarded to the rebpondent. The compensation due in respect 
^ of the land was estimated by the Collector at a little over 
Es, 2 lakhs, but, of course, no part of this sum was awarded to 
the respondent, as the land was, in the Collector's view, the 
|||ljl of Government. The respondent, being dissatisfied 

: ’tstth this decision, claimed a reference to the High Court on 

| ||; (1) that the amount of compensation awarded for 

was inadequate, and (2) that Govermnenfe 
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were not entitled to the full value of the land. The reference 
was heard by Macleod, J., who altered the Collector’s figure 
for the compensation due for both land and buildings from 
Rs. 2,3fi,4y8 to Rs. 2,35,264-7-1 plm 15 per cent, for compulsory 
acquisition and awarded this entire sum to the respondent. 
This the learned Judge did though he held that neither 
he nor the Collector had jurisdiction to determine the 
question of title between Government and the respondent. 
The result, therefore, is that the respondent gets the large 
sum of Rs 2 lakhs on a claim which the learned Judge 
declmed to a Ijudicate upon and which the Colkctor decided 
in favour of Government; in other words, \Ir. Justice Macleod 
was of opinion that even if Government were the owners of this 
land, the large compensd-tion due for its acquisition must none 
the less be handed over to the respondent. This result may, 
J think, be sately desciibed as startling on the face of it; and 
it seems clear from the judgment that the learned Judge 
accepted it only because ho conoeived himself to have no 
means of avoiding it upon the language of the Act. That 
is the sole giound upon which the decision is sought to 
be justified in appeal, and it is manifest that upon no lower 
ground can it he supported. Mr. Jardine’s argument was that 
if, owing to faulty draltsmanship or other defect of the Act, 
its plain offtct is as the Court below held, then his client is 
entitled to take advantage of this circumstance. That, no 
doubt, is so ; hut the cone usion is one which the Court 
will be astute to avoid, if that can he done with duo regard 
to the words of the statute. For we must' not lightly attribute 
to the legislatuie the intention of working injustice by taking 
away A.’s pioperty and giving it to B, j in this case taking 
away what, on the argument, is Government’s property and 
giving it or its value to the respondent. The object of the 
Land Acquisition Act is to empower Government compulsorily 
to acquire land on payment of due compensation to the per- 
sons dispo>sessed, and compensation, as I understand it here 
means indemnity for monetary loss suffered. It would be 
strange, indeed, if the result of such an Act were that a person 
from whom certain buildings were acquired was entitled not 
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only to receive compensation for his bnildings acquired but 
to pat into his pocket a very largo sum of money in respect 
of land which er hypollmi belonged to somebody else; that 
is^ in substancej to take away one maa^s property and give it 
to another^ and the name for a process of that sort is certainly 
not compensation. If, then, that is the apparent effect of the 
statute, we must proceed to consider whether it is its real 
effect, and in so considering we must apply the recognised 
rules of construction adapted to such a case. Those rules are 
stated by Maxwell in the following words : — Where the 
language of a statute/^ says that learned author, ^4n its 
ordinary meaning and grammatical construction leads to a 
manitest contradiction of the apparent purpose of the enact* 
ment, or to some inconvenience or absurdity, hardship, or 
injustice, presumably not intended; a construction may be 
put upon it uhieh modities the moaning of the words and 
even the structure of the scntencc.^^ This passage, for which 
ample authoiities aie cited in the text, is adduced merely to 
illustiato the lengths to which the Coin t is entitled to go in such 
cases , here, I think . it is not necessary for us to go nearly so far. 



For upon what giounds aie we asked to take this severely 
technical view of the proiisions of the Act ? Stated briefly, the 
argument is that, under the Act, Government cannot acquire 
what IS already their own property ; tliat the land hero being 
Government^ Government are not persons interested within 
the meaning of section 8 (J) ; that when once the compensation due 
for the whole property, land and buildings, has been ascertained, 
that whole sum must be awarded to the claimant, or, if there are 
several claimants, must be apportioned among the claimants ; 
and that| since Government were not persons interested or 
claimants, the only claimant before the Court was this respondent, 
who consequently was entitled to receive the whole compensation, 
even though Government were in fact the owners of the land. 
I ^at was the view which found favour with Macleod, J., and 
on that ground alone, is entitled to great X'espect ; foi, 
decision of. references under this particular Act and in 
‘^.^ll^.^^^nistration of the Act genex’ally, that learned Judge has 
and experience to which I can make no claini. 
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I have^ however, indicated why, in my view, the conclusion to 
which he felt himself compelled to come cannot be accepted 
unless it be imperatively required by the Act; and to those 
reasons may be added this consideration that, if the lower 
Courtis leading of the Act is light, then Government could 
never acquire any parcel of land in which they themselves had 
any interest, great or small, ior that interest would go for Bomba.x 
nothing. Mr Jardine admits that this wmuld be a necessary FscrrAii 

consequence, and suggests that, in older to remove the difficulty, Sabebea*. 

Government would have first to sell their own interest so as to 
render the land a fir object for the operation ot the Act. It 
appears to me that this comes very n^^ar to being a rechwUo acl 
abmudum of the case tor the respondent, for it is surely un- 
reasonable to hold that if Government are minded to acquire a 
parcel of land in which they already hold, say, nine-tenths of the 
entile interest, they must begin by se ling the nine tenths in order 
to acquiie the entuety, end that though the entirety is acquired 
by nothing more or less than a foiced sale to Government 
under the provisions of this Act. For the purposes of the 
present argument it is, of coui^be, assumed that Government are 
the owners of the la id here, and tne foregoing considerations 
seem to me strongly to suggest that, m those circumstances, 
the respondent can, iinler the Act, found no claim to the value 
of the land. In Bomb%y Im'proiement Tiust v. JuUhoy^^) 
following Collictor of Bthjaiim v. I expressed 

the opinion that the Act contemplate^ an inquiiy to ascertain 
the value of the land itself considered as if all interests com- 
bined to sell ; and I see no reason at present to alter that 
opinion as to the general scheme of the Act It is, however, 
admitted that the point now before us was not decided in 
lalbJiof $ ease, but is res integra for our decision now. As 
seems to be conceded on all hands, the draftsmanship of the 
Act has hardly stood the strain of the severe investigation 
which its provisions have undergone in this Court in recent 
years, and it is probably true that the form of procedure 
prescribed is not easy to adapt to cases of any great complica* 
tion. But if we except certain matters of indirect inference 

h) 009) 33 Bom. 481. (2) (1903) 10 B.m L. E. 657. 
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from the form of procedure, there is nothing in the Act which 
excludes from its opeiation cases where Government hold 
some interest in the land to he acquired, while the extreme 
frequency of such cases forbids the theory that they were 
omitted jper mm^nam. And as to the argument that in such 
cases the Collector would be acquirings not the land itself, hut 
the separate interest in the land, which the Act does not 
authoidze, I think that that is open to this answer. The pro- 
cedure laid down in the Act is so laid down as beinof appro- 
priate to the special case 'which is considered in the Act, 
u <?., the ca^e where the complete interests are owned piivately. 
But that special case is, as I understand it, singled out by the 
legislature as the norm or type with the intent that in other 
cases which only partially conform to the type the procedure 
should be followed m so far as it is appropriate, not that such 
cases should be excluded fiom the Act because they do not 
wholly conform to the type. In other words Government, 
as it seems to me, are not debarred from acquiring and paying 
for the only outstanding interests merely because the Act, 
which primarily contemplates all interests as held outside 
Government, directs that the entire compensation bxsed upon 
the market value of the whole land, must be distributed among 
the claimants. In such circumstances, as it appears to me, 
there is no insuperable objection to adapting the procedure to 
the case on the footing that the outstanding interests, which are 
the only things to be acquired, are the only things to be paid for. 
There may be some difficulty in harmonising his view with 
some of the procedure sections of the Act, but bearing in mind 
the particular purposes for which that piocedure seems to have 




been designed, I think the difficulty is immeasurably smaller 
than that which confronts us on the counter-construction ; for, 
on that construction, as I have tried to show, the enactment is 
fertile not only of grave^inconvenience, but of positive injustice. 

On the other hand, all serious difficulty is removed if once it 
he conceded that the combined interests held apart from 


■ lent are in such a case as this the ^Mand’'" to he 

within the meaning of section 8 of the Act, and, in my 
|^ei| |a polhip^ in the Act or the decisions which pro^ 
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lubits the adoption of this view in the state of facts now before 
us In this view the only things acquired from the respondent 
were the buidings, and they are land within the definition 
in the Act. For these reasons I am of opinion that Mr. Justice 
Macleod^s decree should be vaiied by discharging so much of 
it as awards to the respondent the value of the land. As to 
the manner in which this last question should now be dealt 
with; it is probable that; as the learned Judge observed, the 
procedure adopted by the Collector was irregular; but the 
question before us is, not so much what orders the Collector 
ought to have passed on the subject, as what order we ought 
to pass now that in fact the controversy as to title has been 
placed before the Court, and the parties have incurred all the 
costs incidental to getting their evidence fully upon the Court’s 
record. It is clear that to set aside the elaborate inquiry 
which the learned Judge has already made, would benefit 
nobody-) and would merely entail further costs in time and 
money to both the parties, who are anxious to obtain a deci- 
sion on the evidence already judicially recorded. I think, 
therefore, that our best course is not to interfere with the 
enquiry made, and I should have been glad if I could have 
seen my way to suggesting that this Appeal Court should now 
decide the question. But as the decision must, at least to some 
extent, depend upon the appreciation of oral evidence, I con- 
ceive that the proper coarse is to remand the case for a 
decision to the lower Court under 0. XLI, r. 23. The issues 
which remain for decision will be these : — 

(1) At the material time what interest had the respondent 
in the land (apart from the buildings) ? 

(2) To what compensation is he entitled in respect of that 
interest ? 

Upon these grounds I agree with the order proposed by 
learned colleague. 

Attorney for Government ; — Bowefu 

Attorney for respondent :~MessrSi Nanu f Co, 
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Before Mr Jtistire Maeleod» 

FATlkTABAT, Pltitionek, DOSSABHOT EUSTOMJI IJMBIGAE 

AND OTHEKfe, ElsPONDENTS.'^ 

Appheahon to sue a$ pauper-— Bi^quahfication^Suhject-mattcr of shit — 
Cmse of achm—Cmil Froeedure Code (Act T of 1908J, Oid^r XXX III, 
lules 1, 2 and 5 

Amoitgagor applied for peimissioii to institute a suit as a pauper foi tlio 
sottiiig aside of ascile of the mortgaged pioperty by tie moitgagee, with an 
alteinative cliim for diniaj.e3 The nioitgageoj admitting tbei e was a suipliis 
due to the applicant after the mf itgage-debt had boen satibfied, paid Rs> 101 
into Oontt, and contended that the applicant was not a j^anpei, and fnither that 
the applieant disclosed no cause of action. 

Held, that the aoplicant was a ‘ jnupei ” within the meaning of the 
Explanation to Ordei XXXIII, lule 1, of the Civil Proc^diiie Code (Act V of 
1908), but that the allegitions containtd in the ai>plicafc on did not disclose a 
cause of action. 

Hwafhanath v. Madlia'or'vc^'^) not followed. 


This was an application by one Fatniabai ior leave to sne as 
a pauper under Order XXX HI of the Civil Procedure Code. In 
her petition she alleged that she had mortgaged certain property 
with the first respondent, and that the latter, acting fraudulently 
and collusively, had sold the property to the second respondent 
at a grossly inadequate price. She, theiefore, prayed that the 
said sale should be set aside, and in the alternative claimed 
damages. The first respondent admitted that the sale proceeds 
left a surplus due to the applicant after the satisfaction of the 
mortgage-debt, and paid into Court a sum of its. 101. He then 
contended that the applicant, inasmuch as she was entitled 
to Rs. 101, was not a pauper within the meaning of the Order, 
and further that her petition disclosed no cause of action. 
The Prothonotary, following the case of JDwarhamU v. Madliai- 
rejected the application, and the question was, at the 
^ ^instance of the applicant, referred to the Judge in Chambers 
, ^under rule 82 of the High Court. Macleod, J., adjourned the 
; 'nsia^r into Court* 


I ’ 

It 


V'i' f 


^ Panper Petition No 17 of 
P) 0.886) 10 Boro. 207. 
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Eolerfson showed cause for the respondents. 

B&piiBta appeared- in support of the application. 

Maglhod, J, The applicant presented this application to the 
Protlionotaiy under Oi'der XXXIII of the Oivil Procedure Code 
for leave to sue as a pauper. Under rule 2 her application was 
bound to contain all the particular^ required in regard to plaints 
in suits, and wa? therefore bound to show a cause of action. 
Under rule a, the Court shall reject an application for permission 
to sue as a pauper mter alia when the applicant is not a pauper 
or when his allegations do not show a cause of action. 

The proposed suit was to set aside a sale to the second respond- 
ent effected by the first respondent as mortgagee. The applicant 
as the mortgagor alleged that the mortgagee had not properly 
advertised the sale and had acted in collusion with the purchaser. 
The first reNpondent admitted that there was a surplus due to 
the applicant alter the amount due on the mortgage had been 
satisfied and paid into Court Es. 101, He then contended (I) 
that the application disclosed no cause of action i and (2) that 
the applicant^ being entitled to the sum of Rs. 101 paid in the 
Court; was not a pauper. 

The Frothonotary rejected the application on the ground that 
the applicant was entitled to Es. 101; following the decision in 
Bwarlamth v. MadJiavrav^^K 

The applicant then applied; under rule 82 of the High Court 
EuleS; for the matter to be adjourned to the Judge in Chambers 
and it came on for argument before me. 

With all due respect to the learned Judge who decided the case 
of BwarJcanaiJi v. I am of opinion that his decision 

should not be followed ; otherwise; whenever an application for 
permission to sue as pauper is made the respondent can always 
get the application rejected by paying into Court Es. 100 out of 
the amount claimed. 

In consiruing an explanation to a section or rule it is necessary 
to refer to the section oi rule itself. No doubt, in rule 5 {e) 
reference is made to the ^ proposed ^ suit, whereas in the explana* 
a) (1886) 10 Bom. 207. 
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tion to rule 1 the word ‘ proposed ’ has not been inserted. It is 
also clear that at the time an application is presented there is no 
suit in existence. But the only suit that can be referred to in 
the explanation to rule 1 is the suit which may be instituted 
under the rule, and to put any other interpretation on the term 
^the suit’ would make it meaningless. The words ' such suit’ 
in the first part of the explanation clearly refer to the suit which 
may be instituted by a pauper as soon as his application to sue as a 
pauper has been accepted. As a matter of drafting, it was not 
necessary to use the word ‘ such ’ a second time. There was, 
therefore, no necessity to use the word ' proposed ’ in the explana- 
tion, though it was necessary in rule 5 (e). However, on the first 
ground which was not decided by the Prothonotary, I think 
the application must be rejected as the allegations contained 
therein do not show a cause of action. But the rejection will be 
without prejudice to the applicant’s right to make another appli- 
cation which does show a cause of action. She must, however, 
as a condition precedent, pay the respondents’ costs of opposing 
this application. 

Attorneys for the petitioner Messrs. Jehangir, Mehta ami 
Somji, 

Attorneys for the respondents Messrs. MuUa, and M%lla. 


K. Mol. K. 
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Before Sir Bmil Stott, Ku, Chief Jmtke, and Mr, Justice BaitMat. 

BAPUJI SORABJI PRAMJI and OIHEB8, AppeIiIahts and PiiAiktifi'S, 
v.THE CLAN LINE faTEAMEES, LIMITED, axd oihees, Dependants 
and Respondents. * 

Ste^gpage m transitu— desttnatwyi of goods“^JDuration of fransit^ 
Fkigee of Ull of laiing^Measure of damages—Sale of Goods Act (S6 and 87 
‘fit., e. 7lJ, sections 46 and 47, 

*^ftin(3ffs, a Bomtay firm, impoited hardware goods fiom M. & Co. of 
for sale on commission, the business being carried on and finarinpA 

• Original Suit No. 866 of 1908 
, AfWlNOtWof 19^* 

mit t t^-Vi ■■■ ■ .< '■! ' , 
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In t!ie following manner. M, & Co., on sMpping the goods, lianded over tlie 
complete sh^'ppirg documents to B, and received from him an advanoa of Co 
per cent, of tbe invoice piice. B then handed over the shipping documents to the 
National Bank of India in England, and himself received a similar advance by 
drawing on a credit opened with the Bank by the plainti:ffs. The Bank then 
forwarded the shipping documents to India, where they were handed over to 
the plaintiffs in exchange for a trust receipt, the plaintiffs becoming responsible 
to the Bank for any short fall in the advances made to B, 

On 12th Februaty 1907 M. &Co. contracted to purchase from L. & Co. 
250 boxes of tin plates, deliveiy to be F. 0. B. Newport in four or live weeks 
after date# On 26th Febiuaiy M. (fe Co. wrote to L. & Co. enclosing instructions 
and marks for shipment of the 250 boxes to Bombay, and on 2nd Slarch requested 
them to forward the goods to W. & Co. at Newport in time for shipment in S. S. 
Clan Macleod for Bombay. On 21st March L. <k Co. enclosed to M. & Co an 
invoice for 200 boxes and on 27th March another invoice for the remaining 50 
boxes, the material pait of the invoice in each case being “No claim concerning 
these goods can be recognized unless made within fifteen days from deliveiy 
to Messrs. W. & Co., Newport, for shipment on your account/' 

The 250 boxes were put on board the steamer by W. & Co. as the agents ot 
L. & Co , but in obtaining a bill of lading for 500 boxes (including the 250 in 
question) W. ds Co. acted as tbe agents of M. & Co. 

The steamer left Newport on 4th April, Following the usual course of 
business as above described, M, & Co. handed over to B the shipping documents 
relating to the 500 boxes and obtained an advance of £256-0“2 (being 65 per 
cent* of the invoice value). B, on the 6th April, obtained a similar advance from 
the Bank* On the same day M. & Co. suspended payment, and on 9th April 
L & Co., as unpaid vendors of 250 boxes, notified the steamship owners, the first 
defendants, to stop these goods in transit. 

The B. S. Clan Macleod arrived in Bombay on 13th May, and the bill of lading 
which had been duly handed over by the Bank to the plaintiff on 29th April, 
was in due course presented by the latter. They were informed, however, of 
the stop put on the 250 boxes, and were offered a delivery order for the remain^ 
ing 250 alone. This they declined, refusing to accept anything but the full 
payment of the advance or the full amount of the goods On 29th June the 
plaintiffs repaid the Bank the amount of the advance, and the trust receipt 
of 29th April was duly cancelled. 

On th^ plaintiffs' subsequently suing the steamship owners and their agents 
for damages, 
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MeM, that the transit did not cease at Newport, and L. & Co. were entitled to 
stop the goods after they had started for Bombay# 

JEsaparte QoUmg Dmis & Co. followed. 


a) (1880) 18 Ch. D, 628. 
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Meidf further, that the plaintiffs were^ after 29th J une,— on which date they 
had fulfilled their ohlig itioiis to the Baiih, — pledgees for value of the bill of 
Ming, if indeed they did not occupy that position from 29th April, being 
transfeiees of the Banks lights in lespect of the advance as against the 
defendants. 

Heidi further, that the plaintiffs were entitled to join both defendants in the 
snit. 


The utmost benefit which the defendants weie entitled to obtain from the 
position of L. &; Co. as sureties [sc. to the plaintiffs for ti.e ad vane ^ made by the 
latter to M. k Co ] was the right to the security of the 250 bom vine h they were 
willing fiom the outset should be received by the jilaintiffs. , ...... The 

plaintiffs by refusing to take deiiveiy of the 250 boxes had Otiiitted to do an act 
v^hich their duty to the surety lequiied them to do, and to the extent to which 
that omission had resulted in loss, the surety was dibchargecl. 

In re Westdnthus^^ discussed. 


In and prior to the year 1907 the plaintiffs cairiecl on the business 
o£ importing hardware into Bombay for sale on commission. 
Among their constituents in England were Millerson & Ou. of 
Manchester. The course of business followed by the parties and 
the arrangements by which Miller^^on & Co. W’^ere financed were as 
follows. Millerson & Co. on shipping goods handed over the com- 
plete shipping documents to one Bloch, and icceived fn m him an 
advance of 66 per cent, of ihe invoice price oi the goods. The 
business was at the risk of Millerson & Co. who were responsible 


to Bloch for any short lall resulting from the goods realising less 
than the amount advanced. BloclPs commission, in coiisideradon 
of his financing the business and bringing Millerson & Co* into 
direct communication with the plaintiffs in India, was §] per cent, 
on the invoice value of the goods. Bloch then handed over the 
shipping documents to the National Bank of India in England, 
and himself received an advance of a similar amount by drawing* 
on a credit opened with the Bank by the plaintiffs. The shipping 
documents were then forwarded by the Bank to their Bombay 
branch and handed over to tJie plaintiffs in exchange for a trust 
receipt, under which the plaintiffs became absolutely responsible 
. ^ to the Bank for any short fall in the advances made to Bloch, 
plaintiffs then realised the goods at the best price obtainable, 
sales for the same. If any short fall 
; : ' W (1888) B B, & Ad. 817. 
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resulted on realisation the plaintiffs held Millerson & Oo. in the first 
instance, and, in default of them, Bloch as guarantor liable to make 
good to them the amount of the advance. By a contract 
dated 12th February 1907 Lloyd & Go., sold to Millerson & Co., 
250 hoses of tin plates, the terms of the contract providing 
for delivery F. O. B. Newport in four or five weeks from date 
and payment less 4 per cent, discount in fourteen days. In a 
letter of 26th February Millerson & Co , gave instructions to 
Lloyd & Co. and enclosed marks for .shipment of the goods to 
Bombay, and in a subsequent letter of 2nd March instructed 
them to forward the goods to Whittingham & Co., at Newport 
in time for shipment to Bombay in S. S. Clan Macleod. An 
invoice for 200 boxes was'sent by Lloyd & Co. to Millerson & Co., 
on 21st March and a further invoice for tire remaining 50 boxes 
on 27 th March. The material parts in each invoice weie: — 

“ Xo cliim ooiMeiniiig tlieso goods can be roec^nized unless made within 
fifteen days fioin delhn jy.” 

‘ r. < ). B. Newport. ’ 

To Messrs. Whitti ogham 3. (Jo., foe shipmonl on yonr account.” 
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Whifclingham & Co., acting a.s agents of Lloyd $i Co., put the 
goods on board, but they obtained the bill of lading (which related 
to a total consignment of 500 bo.xes) as agents of Millerson <fe Co. 
Tho S. S. Clan Macleod left Newport on 4th April 3907, and 
on the following day Millerson k Co. handed Bloch tho .shipping 
documents, and, according to the usual course of busine.^s, 
requested an advance of X255-5-2, being 65 per cent of the 
invoice price. This ailv.mce was duly made, and on 6th April 
Bloch handed tlie docun ents to the National Bank and himself 
received an advance of a similar amount. The Bank thereupon 
forwarded the documents to India, and handed them over to 
the plaintiffs in exchange for a trust receipt dated 29th April 
1907. 


Meanwhile, on tho same day on which the Bank had made the 
advance to Bloch, Millerson & Co., suspended payment and called 
a meeting of their creditors for 12th April. On 9th April 
Lloyd & Co. gave notice to the owners of the S. S.Clan Macleod 
to stop the 250 boxes of wliioh they were the unpaid vendors, 
» 95S-0 



m 


THE INDIAN LAW BEPORTS. [YOL. XXXIT* 


1910. 


Botji 

Tub 

Czm LtKB 

fcTKAMBHS, 

Bl^lXCP. 


Thin notice was communicated to Bombay, and when on the 
arrival of the steamer the plaintiifa presented the bill of lading 
they were informed by the shipowners^ agents of the atop put 
upon the goods and were offered a delivery order lor the remain* 
ing 250 bo\es alrnc. This they refused to accept, demanding 
either deliv ery of the whole consignment or payment in lull of the 
advance. On 29th Juno 1907 the plaintiffs repaid to the Bank 
the amount due on account of the a ivance and interest, and the 
tru^t receipt of 29th April v\as duly cancelled. On 5th May 
1908 this suit was filed, against the shipowners and Messrs, 
Fmlaj Muir & Co , their agents, tor the recover\ ot £2 5-5-2 
with interest. The suit came before Mr, Justice Macleod, 
and was dismissed with costs, the learned Jmlge holding 
{mfer alia) that Llojd & Co. weie the unpaid vendors and the 
goods were in transit when the notice to stop was received ; that 
the plaintiffs had no cause of action against the second defendants ; 
that the tiansfer to the plaintiff*'s of the bill of lading was not 
by way of pledge or other disposition of value ; and that in any 
event the plaintiffs wmre bound to exhmst their other securities 
before proceeding against the goods stopped 

The plaintiffs appealed. 


Strangman (Advocate General), with hmrmii^ and for 

the appellants. 

The reasons of the learned Judge for holding that the 
second defendants were wrongly joined are not apparent. 
They lefiised to give up the goods, and it is immaterial 
that they were agents acting on the instructions of their 
principals: Cianch v. and Davies v. Fernon^^K An 

agent w^ho converts goods under ordeis from his principal 
is liable for the conversion severally and jointly with the 
principal. The goods in question, after being placed on board 
the ship at Newport, ceased to be in transit fiom Lloyd 
tq Millerson. The contract contained the piovision that 
was to be F. 0. B. at New^poifc and that payment 
to be made fourteen days after delivery. The notice 
;is to ba made within fifteen days of delivery 

f j m (1844) 6 Q B. 443, 
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at Newport u also wgnificant. The bill of lading was made 
out in the name of Millerson and not Lloyd, and included 
goods which were not Lloyd^s* Delivery was thus clearly 
given to Millerson at Newport, If Whittingham fe Oo. were 
acting as agents of Lloyd, they were doing so only for the 
purpose of giving delivery to Millerson on the steamer named 
by Millerson# The ease is on all fours with Goumjee v. Thomp* 
where, although, as here, the seller had put the goods on 
board, they were held to be no longer in transit. See also 
SeJiotsmans v, Lancashire and Yorhsldte llatlvoay and 

Bys fade It is not disputed that Millerson pledged 

the goods to Bloch and that Bloch pledged them to the 
Bank. If it is argued that the Bank took the pledge on 
their own account and not on the plaintiffs, then by delivery 
in exchange for the trust receipt they transferred to the 
plaintiffs all their rights as pledgees. Thus the goods co%’’ered 
by the bill of lading were specifically pledged to the plaintiffs, 
and apart from the question of duration of transit they were 
entitled to receive from the defendants either the goods or 
their invoice %"aluo or the sum for which they were pledged. 
With regard to luarslialling the defendants are clearly not 
entitled to put forward any claim. The doctrine of marshalling 
only applies to seeumties within the control of the Court s 
see f! elb \\ Farther, the point was not raised in the 

written stiteuunt, and the plaintiffs’ position with regard to the 
goods must have changed between the date of the arrival of the 
ship and the time when the point was taken. 

Moled Bon^ with Loiondes^ for the respondenls. 

The master of the Clan xMacIeod received the goods merely as 
carrier to Millerson. The goods were sold F. 0. B , but transit 
did not end till the terminatiem of the voyage. Lloyd had marked 
the goods for Bombay and the ship was bound for Bombay : 
see Bemdfson v. 8lfang^^\ The case of Cowasjee v. Thompson^'^ 
is not really a case of stoppage in tramifu at ail. The case 
turned on the point that the goods had been paid for. So in 

0 084,S) e Moo. I. A. 422. (S) (1885) 15 Q B. B. SO. 

i%) (1807j h. E. 2 Oh SaS. (1) (1885) 30 Ch, D. 192, 

m (1867) h. B. 4 Eq, 481. 
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JJa^ park the facts were suclt as to show that the 

transit ended on shore. Toe cases of Bethell v ClafU ^'^3 
Berndkon w Strang^^'^ and 2 )afle Bomdein* Chim Clay 
all show that it does not matter whether W'hittingham & Co 
took out the bill of lading as Millerson’s agent or not. See 
also as to duration of transit Jaeison v. NiGhol^^\ Spaldmg v, 
Ituding^^'^ and Kemj) t. FalV'K Again, ilie plainiifls were 
only factors, not lond fule pledgees tor value. In any case they 
wore not pledgees till 29th June 1307. The defendants can 
claim the light to marshal. And this right extends not only 
to the other 2 >0 cases but to all other goods of Bloch^s which 
are in the plaintiffs^ possession, see In ie West Anlh 2 i 8 ^'^\ Wehh 
r has no relation to this case When the shipmaster 

leecives notice to stoji^ he is bound to deln er to the unpaid 
vendor: Kale of Goods Acf, section 46 (2) See also The 

btrangniiuiiiieiAY cited Ktudal w Ilarsludi Steve 2s tj" 

Ev pmU Gibbes^^'^'^^ In re and Calui v. J^ocUGk 

Bristol Channel Skmi Faehel Conpiiny, Ltd 


i 


Scott, 0,J,:--The first question which has been argued m 
this case is whether at the time when Lloyd & Oo. ga^e a 
notice to the Clan Macleod^^ at Li\erpool on the 9th of April 
1907 to stop the goods which they had despatched under a 
contract of sale to Millerson & Co. the goods were in tiansit ox- 
had reached the possession of Millerson & Co. or any poison on 
their behalf. 

The contract for the sale of the 250 eases supplied by Llojd 
& Co. Avas made in England and the obligations incidental to 
that contract must bo decided according to the la'iv of England. 


1 


Section 45 (1) ox the Sale of Goods Act, 1S93, is as follows 

Goods arc deemed to be ill comcc. of transit fiom the time v^’ben they a\c 
delivered to a caiiicx by land 01 %^ater, or otbci bailee or custodier for Ibe 



(1) (1885) 15Q.B.D. 30. 

(2) (1888) 20 Q. B, D. 615. 
(8) (1867) L. B. 4 Eij. 481. 
('i) [1879] 11 Cb. D. 580. 

C. 508. 
Beav, S70, 
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(13) [1875] 1 Ch. D. 101. 
(IS) [1902] P. 42. 

(W) [1899] 1 Q. B, 643 
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pnrpo&e of transmisdion to tlio buyer, ixatil tbe bayor, ot bis agent w that 
behalf, takes deiiTery of tliem from smli carrier or othtr baibe or custodier.’ 

This appears to be a codification o£ the law of togland 
upon the subject. 

The appeiiaiits are the holders of a biil of lading issued by the 
agents of the Clan Maclcod in favour of Millerson & Co. 
acknowledging the shipment by them on boaul that steamer of 
500 boxes of tin plates of which 250 aie the boxes which the 
vendors gave notice should be stopped hi on the 9th 

April 1007. 

The contract under which theae goods were sold to Millerson 
& Co, provided that delivery should be P. O. B. Newport in four 
or five weeks from the 12th of February 1907— terms of pajunent 
less 4 per cent, discount in fourteen daj 

On the 26 til of February 1907, Millcison Co, w’lote to Lloyd 
& Co. as follows 

Jlorcwitli wc beg to hand yon iiibii actions and maiks fur oiu bliipmont to 
Bombay. IVe have leceivod a call irom 'WiiittJngham’s agon^ nho 

tell ns that tho goods veie too Lite to bo shipped on tho boat lca\ mg Kewport 
on the 28th insUnk V\ e havo insti acted Mcssib. Whittingliani and given 
inaikb same as we give to yon. Wo heu iiom them ihit the ne\t boat fmni 
Novvpoit sails the third v eek in Maiob, kiiidlj ’ ^ c oni cidci iead\- for this boat 
and oblige,” 

To that letter was appended a diagram of tho mark to be put 
upon tlio case^ by Lloyd & Co. which indicated that the cases 
wore to be sliipped to Bombay. 

On tho 2nd of Slarch 1907, Milleisoii vV Co. again wnote to 
Lloyd & Co, : — 

Wo have this day I etcued notice fiom Messrs. W M. Whittoglum that 
tho next stoamex leaving foi Bombay la the Clan ISFacbod ” closing on the 
doth inst Xindly fox ward goods to them m time fox a shipment hy this 
steamer md oblige. ’ 

On the 21st of March 1907, Lloyd & Go. enclosed to Miller- 
son & Co, an invoice for 200 out of the ^50 boxes contracted foxb 
of which the material parts are as follows : — 

claim coneoiniog these goods con be recognised inik&s made within 
fifteen days from delivery to IMessrs, W. M. Whittingham & Co , Newport, 
for shipment on yoxir aeeoxint,” 
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1 hat was followed on 27 tli March by an invoice in the same 
terms relating to the 50 boxes remaining to make up the total 
amount contracted for. 

Messrs. Whittingham & Co. were tlie agents of Lloyd & Co. 
for the purpose of putting the 250 boxes upon the steamer 
under the contract for delivety F. 0. B. and they weie paid 
by Lloyd & Oo. for that .service. It is, however, not disputed 
that Whittingham & Oo. also did some work for Milleison & Co. 
for they obtained from the agents of the steamer the bill of 
lading above referred to relating to the 250 boxes supplied by 
Lloyd & Oo. and 250 belonging to Miller'^on fc Co. received from 
other suppliers. Under these circumstance^ the appellants 
contend that the transit from Lloyd & Co. to the buyer ended 
at Newport, the place designated in the contract for delivery ; 
although Bombay had been mentioned sub'iequently to the 
sellers as being the ultimate destination of the goods. It is 
urged that the bill of lading shows clearly that the goods had 
reached the hands of an agent on behalf of the buyers who was 

lequired to do something on account of the buyers in order to 
forward them to their ultimate destination, that it cannot be 
said that in obtaining the bill of lading Whittinghams’ servant 
was the agent of the sellers inasmuch as the bill of lading related 
to 250 boxes wiili which the sellers were in no tvay concerned. 
Reliance is also placed upon the clause in the invoice that no 
claim coucerumg thc'e goods tan be recognised unless made 
within fitteeu (lays from delivery, that is, from delutry at 
Newport, and it is said that the sellers cannot be allowed to say 
that all them obligations end within fifteen days from delivery 
at Newport if for the purpose of transit the place of delivery is 
to be taken to be Bombay. With regard to this clause in the 
invoice It IS to be observed that it is no part of the contract. It 
18 a warning of a kind which sellers often put in bills and invoices 
but It does not follow that it is anything more than a 

t is clause is eliminated from consideration it is 
cu ^ fo find any point relied upon by the appellants which 
, w|s not also present in the ca.se of j?.; OoMing Davk and 

® singularly close resemblance to that 
1 1 j 1 T; j . / ^>^80) 13 Ob. D. 628. 
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which we have now under consideration so far as the question of 
transit is concerned. There the contract was made between the 
suppliers and their buyers for delivery of 100 drums per month ; 
shipment F, O. B. Liverpool^ and the buyers actually had a 
branch at Liverpool. After the contract was made, the buyers^ 
Liverpool branch sent instructions to the suppliers to ship 100 
drums on boaul a named ship for New York then lying at 
liverpi ol The c,oo(Js were accordingly shifiped by the suppliers* 
The wbarfiDger’s leceiprs stated tlmt they were receive 1 for 
shipment on board the ship on account of tbe buyers a f Liver- 
pool. That recfipt was handed to the shipping brokers of the 
ship who then piocored tte signatuie of the master oi the ship 
to the bill < f lading, the bi 1 ot lading stited that the goods were 
shi| ped by Taylors an<I Suns, who were buyers fiom the miginal 
buyeistobe dcliveied unto order or to assigns at New York^ 
The original buyers having su'^pended payment the suppliers 
served a notice of stoppage in i arniin on the ma^iter of the ship, 
the ship’s agents and the biokers for the ship. The Registrar 
in Bankruptcy held that the notice was of no effect^ on the 
ground that, the bill of lading being in the name of sub-pur^ 
chasers the property in the goods was translerred to them, and 
the Uamii%i% was at an end as between the suppliers, and the 
original buyers, when the goods were placed on brard and the 
bill of lading was made out. An appeal was preferred and it 
w^as argued for the lespondents that what took place was equL 
valent to a delivery of the goods to the original bujers at Liver- 
pool and a sending of the goods on a new Ummtns and that the 
feigning of the bill of lading by shipmaster in favour of the sub-^ 
purchaser was a complete attornment. Jame^, L. J., however, 
said ; 
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** A mere transhi of a bill of lading or any other sale of the goods, though 
ittrahsfws the whole pioperty in the goods does not detei-mine tho tmnntus. 
And it mmm to mo that the goods now in question were deaily $n at 

the time when tho transaction took place between Knight and Son and Taylor 
and Sons. They left the vendors* wai chouse for the purpose of their being put 
onboaidaship which was to deliver them in Now York That was 

never altered and never ceased, because ibo goods have since been delivexed in 
Hew York accordingly. There was a iransUm continuing fiom the vendors* 
■gatehouse to Haw Yoik/* 
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Cotton, L, J.; said : 

“ Tlie joiirnej indicated by the eontraot between the original vendors and the 
purchasers was still continuing, there had been no new or different journey, 
indicated, and that entirely distinguishes the case from that which possibly was 
in the mind of the Hegistrai*, where on the original purchase one journey had 
been contemplated, but in consequence of a contract between the original 
purchaser and the sub-purchaser he directs that the goods shall go to a 
different terminus. In such a case, of course the right of stoppage in iramikb h 
at an end, because wbat is done is equivalent to the original pui chaser taking 
possession of the goods and dealing with them by means of that possession. It 
was urged by Hr. Winslow that what occurred in the present case was equiva- 
lent to that, but, m my opinion, that view cannot be sustained. I think that 
what was done had just the same legal effect as if the bill of lading had been 
made out in the name of the original purehaseis and had then been assigned by 
them to their sub-purehaserc. There was nothing* done by the purchasers to 
alter the dcbtmation agreed upon between them and the oiigiiial vendors, no 
actual taking possession of tho goods, and, in mj opinion, there was nothing 
which can bo considered as equivalent to their doing that, and then starting 
the goods as from their possession on a different and new voyage.’* 


Tlie decision in that ease was attacked subsequently on a 
^ dificrent point, bub it has never been doubted that the judg- 

ments with regard to the question whether the transit had 
ended wore correct, Tn the subsequent case of parte 
Baggallay, L, J., said : 


“ I desire io add tluit the doubts which, in pmie (ioldhirj Dm is cf* Co,, I 
said thai I had ontertainod dining the argument turned entirely upon ilio 
special circumstances of that case. My doubt was whether the goods had not 
been delivered at Liverpool to Knight and Bon and then started on a frcsli 
irctnsUm, Upon consideiutioii I was c-atisfied that that was not the right view 
of the farH/' 


Even if the posidon of Whittingham & Co. in tho present case 
were less equivocal and if they had been employed solely on 
behalf of tho buyer and not on behalf of the sellers it would not 
bo conclusive in favour of the appellants’ contention. 

Mr. Justice Mathew in Bet hell Clat0^ said : 

The anihoritles show thai although the fact that a person haa been 
I buyer to tho seller to receive the goods is some evidence, it is by no 
jj'4'CmdltisiTe evidence that the receipt by that prson is the end of the 
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For these reasons, we think, that the learned Judge of the 
lower Court was right in holding that the transit did not cease 
at Newport and that Lloyd & Co, were entitled to stop the 
goods as they did after they had started on a voyage to 
Bombay. 

The next question which arises is whether the right of stoppage 
exercised by Llojd & Oo. is limited by the existence of any 
rights in the plaintiffs. The proviso to section 47 of the Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893, is as follows 
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“Provided that where a doeumsnt of title to goods has been lawfully 
transferred to any person as hnyer or owner of the goods, and that person transfers 
the document to a person who takes the docnment in good faith and for 
valuable consideration, then, if such last mentioned transfer was by way of sale 
tlie unpaid seller’s right of lien (or retention) or stoppage in transitu is defeated, 
and if snail i ist mentioned transfer was by way of pledge or other disposition 
for value, the unpaid seller’s right of lien (or retention) or stoppage in iramlite 
can only bo exercised subject to the lights of the ti’ansferec.” 

It is to be observed that the terms of that proviso do not 
apply to the facts of the present case for, here the bill of lading 
has not been “ transferred ” to any person as buyer or owner of 
the goods. It was issued by the agents of the ship to the 
buyers au 1 by them endorsed as security for advances made. It 
is, however, we thiak, clear that the position of a pledgee of a 
bill of la ling issued on behalf of the ship to the buyer is not 
worse as against an unpaid seller stopping ia iransiiu than the 
position of a pledgee from a buyer of a bill of lading issued 
originally to the seller and transferre I by him to the buyer of 
the goods. Tims in Kemp v. FaU^^'>, a case in which the 
rights of the pledgee of a bill of lading were given effect to in 
priority to an unpaid seller stopping m tramitu, Lord Blackburn 
stated that bills of lading were made out which were signed 
not as is usual by the master but by the shipowner himself 
and that Mr. Kiel (the buyer) got those bills of lading. 

The question then is whether the plaintiffs represented any 
interests acquired by way of pledge of the bill of 1 iding. 


t 
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The plaintiffs had prioi; to 1903 btxsinesB dealings with one 
Albert Bloch selling goods for him on commission. In July 1906, 
Bloch arranged with Millersoa & Oo. a hardware consign>nent 
business to Bonbay on terms set out in his letter of the 
30th July 1906. The business was to be at risk for account 
and debit o£ Millerson & Oo. who were to consign the goods. 
Millerson & Oo. were to hand to Bloch complete shipping docu- 
ments in exchange for 65 per cent, of the amount of the invoice. 
Should the goods after deducting all charges realise less than 
the 65 per cent, advanced Millerson & Oo. were to refund to 
Bloch any short fall , on the other hand, any surplus that might 
arise was to be credited to Millerson & Oo. in account. In 
consideration of Bloch putting Millerson & Co. in direct com- 
munication with his constituents in India and of his financing 
the business his commission was to be 8] per cent, on the 
invoice \alue of the goods to be paid when the advance 
should be made. It was agreed that when account sales^^‘ 
were rendered from India the goods would be charged 
with the selling coinmi^asion, etc., o£ 3] per cent, in addition to 
Bloch’s commission as well as out of pocket and customary in- 
cidental expenses in India ; interest at 6 per cent, being charged 
on the sums advanced ; all goods were to be sold on or before 
arrival and in no case weie any goods to remain unsold for 
a longer period than three months from date of shipment. Bloch 
then arranged with the plaintiffs to finance him and to sell 
Millerson & Oo/s goods. The terms of this business are set out 
in a letter addressed by the plaintiffs to Bloch dated the 
28rd of November 1906. 


We now beg to enumerate the teims of tMs business as settled by our 
Mr. K. S. Pramjx and shall thank you to conhim same 


(1) You aie to receive from the National Bank of India, Ltd , on handing 
I ovtr to the Bank complete shipping documents of the goods shipped to us as 
j #n®gimi 0 nts by Messis A. Milleison & Oo, 65 per cent, of the invoice 
^ , , value of the goods. 

i f&) We are to realise these goods at best price that we can obtain for them 
discretion and render account sales for same. Should there he any 
amount advanced as above the mme is to be made good tb is 
^ instance, faffing which you4^,i4 

. \ A 
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(S) We aie to deduct from tit© ^ale-proca^ aH enlarges, iiitexesl, incurred 1910# 

upon the goods plus a commission of 3^ per cent, on all goods (mclnding Birwr 

1 per cent* for finance commission), and a commission of per cent* (inclnd- Bobabji 

ing finance) on all yarns. 

(4) We are to fiaance tins business to suoli amounts and to such extent as 

we may deem right, LmiXim. 

(5) The above terms also apply to manufactureis, direct business to India* 


The second term is impoi'tant. The plaintiffs^ duty was to 
realise the ^oods and any short fall on realisation in the amount 
advanced was to be made good to plaintiffs in the first instance 
by Milleison & Co.; failing which, Bloch was to make it good 
as guarantor. 

In order to carry out these arrangements the plaintiffs 
arranged with the National Bank of India in London to finance 
the consignments that might be sent to the plaintiffs by 
Millerson & Co. through Bloch by paying to Bloch 65 per cent, 
of the invoice value of the goods on his handing to the Bank 
complete shipping documents for the same, the Bank being 
bound to hand over the documents to the plaintiffs^ firm in 
Bombay upon the terms existing between them for that class of 
business and up to the amount of the cash credit allowed to them 
by the Bank, The plaintiffs were also to be responsible to the 
Bank for any short fall in the advances made by them to Bloch. 

On the 5th of April 1907, Millerson & Co. delivered to Bloch 
bills of lading and invoices for the 500 boxes of tin plates 
already referred to shipped by Clan Macleod/^ to the plaintiffs 
in Bombay and requested payment of the advance of 65 per 
cent, upon the invoice value amounting to £255-5-2. On the 
same day Bloch acknowledged the receipt of the documents and 
enclosed his cheque for £255-5-2. That cheque was received by 
Millerson & Go, on the.fth of April* On the 6th April Bloch 
handed to the National Bank the documents for the 500 cases 
and requested payment of a cheque for £256-5-2 being 65 per 
cent* of the invoice value. A cheque for this amount was sent 
to Bloch on the 6th of April* On the same day Millerson & Co. 
called a meeting of their creditors for the 12th of April and on 
tfea 9tli of April Lloyd & Co* notifi.ed the first defendants to stop 
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the 250 cases supplied by them to Millersoa & Co. The 
shipping documents after being received by the Bank were 
transmitted in the usual course of business to Bombay and vrere 
handed to the plaintiffs*.on the 29th of April in exchange for a 
trust receipt of that date, whereby the plaintiffs undertook in coi> 
sideration of the Bank handing to them the shipping documents 
held as security for the payment of £255-5-2 to land^ store, 
and hold the goods until sale, and sell the goods as the agent or 
trustees of the Bank, and until such sale to hold the goods and 
afterwards the sale^proceeds thereof as the property of the Bank, 
and subject to the Bankas security thereon, and to hand the 
proceeds of sale to the Bank advising them in respect of what 
shipment the payment was made^ so that, they might apply the 
payment to its appropriate advance undertaking that the 
proceeds of the goods should be treated by plaintiffs as belong- 
ing to the Bank and earmarked as the Bankas property until 
the advance should be fully paid and satisfied by the plaintiffs, 
and the plaintiffs undertook that if the goods covered by the 
trust receipt should not bo sold for cash, or if in the ease of any 
goods delivered against Bazaar chits or promissory notes, the 
Bazaar chits or promissory notes should not be realised in sufficient 
time to permit of the advance being paid at the due date to hand 
to the Bank within sixty days the full amount of the advance 
money with interest at 7 per cent, running from the 6th of 
April 1907 up to the approximate date of arrival of remittance 
in London, such payments to be made in sterling. 


We entertain no doubt that Bloch was the pledgee of the bills 
of lading from Millerson in consideration of the advance of 
£355-5-2 , that the NTational Bank w^re pledgees of the bills of 
lading from Bloch in consideration of the advance to Bloch of 
that sum at the request of, and for and on account of, the 


I plaintiffs, and that the plaintiffs were the holders of the bills of 
gliding under their arrangements with the Bank being bound to 
^ Bank the full amount of the advance made to 
the 29th of June 1907. There is no question but that 
fulfilled their obligations to the Bank by handingj ? 
demand dr^t m Ijoi|idpnin re^uihi 
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trust receipt duly cancelled ; and they were after that date the 
pledgees for value of the hill of lading if indeed they did not, 
being the transferees of the Bank's rights in respect of the 
advance of £255-5-2 as against the defendants, occupy that 
position fiom the 29th of April. 

The “ Clan Maeleod ” arrived in Bombay on the 18th of May 
and the plaintiSs duly presented the bill of lading for the 500 
boves of tin plates. The second defendants, however, as agents 
for the owners stated that with reference to the bill of lading 
they had been asked by Messrs. Lloyd & Co. in London to put 
a stop on 250 boxes marked F.E.L.S. The plaintiffs then by 
their letter of the loth of May gave the second defendants the 
option of either delivering the whole consignment of 500 boxes on 
presentation o£ the hill of lading or making good to them the 
amount of the advances “paid by them’-’ namely £255-5-2 
on those goods. The second defendants, however, replied that 
they had been advised to deliver 250 boxes out of the 500 to 
Messrs. Glade & Co. and for the balance enclosed a delivery 
order to enable the plaintiffs to take delivery. The pkintiffil 
then by their solicitor's letter of the ISth of May pointed out 
that they had made an advance upon the whole of the 500 
boxes constituting the consignment and the bill of lading, for 
all those boxes were assigned to them by way of pledge; that 
the advance was made in good faith ; and that Lloyd & Co. 
were not entitled even -though they might he unpaid vendors 
to stop the goods in transit except on payment or tender to the 
plaintiffs of the advance which had been made. The only 
reply from the second defendants was that they had given the 
plaintiffs a delivery order for 250 boxes out of the consignment 
under instructions from the owners of the steamer and beyond 
that they were not prepared to accept any responsibility. The 
plaintiffs having declined to accept anything but the full pay- 
ment of the advance or the full amount of the goods mentioned 
in the bill of lading, the 250 boxes, which were not the subject 
of Lloyd & Co.’s stoppage orders, were 6vet>tually sold, and 
realised about Rs. 600. 

, j I** appears that the defendants refused delivery to the holders 
of the bill of lading under an indemnity received from Lloyd 
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& Ca. But as they had not offered to discharge the lien of the 
defendants for £255-5-2, Bloyd & Oo. were not entitled to 
receive the goods and the shipowners, namely, the first 
defendants and their agents, the second defendants, are liable for 
conversion and the plaintiffb are entitled to join them both in 
this suit : see Bates v* PtUings ^^^ ; Leslie v. lFUso%^^\ 


The next question which arises is : What is the amount of 
the liability? The case was argued on the footing that the 
defendants, though bailees, were entitled to set up against the 
plaintiffs a jm tertiiy namely that of Lloyd & Co. It was 
Arged on behalf of the defendants, and the argument found 
favour with the learned Judge, that assuming the plaintiffs 
at the date of suit to be the pledgees of the bills of lading the 
liability of the defendants is nil, because the plaintiffs had 
other means of securing payment of the advances made by them 
through the National Bank to Bloch. In support of this argument 
the case of In the maiter of Westmnthm^^^ has been referred to. 
In that case the contest was between the unpaid seller of certain 
oil and the assignees of the bankrupt buyers. The pledgee of 
the bills of lading for the oil had held a quantity of other goods 
of the buyers all of which he had realised for a sum in excess 
of the advances made by him, and the point which was decided 
in the case was whether the goods of the unpaiil seller could be 
brought into the bankrupt buyers^ estate for distribution among 
their creditors when the pledgee of the* bills of lading, who was 
the oi^ly person having a right superior to the unpaid seller, had 
already been satisfied out of the bankrupt's own assets. It was 
held that once the pledge had been satisfied the goods or their 
value must be restored to the unpaid seller. 

The contention that the plaintiffs are bound to realise and 
;* l^force all other securities at their disposal before resorting to 
goods of Lloyd & Oo. mentioned in the bill of lading is 
p^On a passage in the judgment of Lord Denman where 



m had an equitialle ^ right to the oil, subject tq Hard» 


l(^ its debt, he would, by means ef his goods, have 
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a surety to Sarimm for Lapage's debt, and would tbed have a clear equity to 
oblige Hardman to have reaourae against Lapage’B o’wa goods, deposited 
with bun, to pay his debt in case of the smety ; and. all the goods, both, of 
Lapage and WeslzintAus, having been sold, he would have a right to insist 
upon the pioceeds of Lapage’s goods being appiopmted, in the first instance to 
the payment of the debt.’’ 

The learned Judge in the lower Court treating Lloyd & Oo. 
as sureties has held that any loss, which may have been suflfered 
by the plaintiffs owing to their inability to apply the proceeds 
o£ the goods stopped by Lloyd & Co. in satistaction of their 
advance upon the bill of lading, can he made good by charging 
Bloch for the same in account. He says that the plaintiffs have 
actually debited Bloch in account with the amount of the 
advance. We have been unable to find in the evidence anything 
to support this statement. The plaintiffs' clerk Anandrao Hari- 
shankar states: "We have not got back the advances made on 
the 500 cases in suit.” Similarly Bloch has not recovered the 
amount of his advance from Millerson & Co. He states that at 
the time when Millerson & Co. suspended payment, the amount 
due to him for advances was £7,640-14-0 including the advance 
of £255 against the bill of lading. He also says that he thinks 
he will be a loser on the whole business with Millerson & Co . ; 
that although he had bought the estate (meaning thereby the 
margins payable to Millerson & Co. on realisation) it has turned 
out a failure. If, however, we assume that the plaintiffs have 
debited Bloch in account with the amount advanced against the 
^ hill of lading, there is nothing to show that they have recovered 
it or will recover it without objection from Bloch : it is not clear 
how Bloch is liable in respect of it under the terms of his agree- 
ment with the plaintiffs so long as they have not realised the 
goods against which the advances were made, for Millerson & Co. 

5 f ** were to be responsible for any short fall on realisation in the 
first instance and Bloch was to be liable on their default for the 
same short fall. Bloch as a guarantor would be entitled to insist 
|j that the goods, the sale of which was contemplated, should be 
realised before he could be charged with liability. Again, even 
iL,' ^ Bloch is liable to the plaintiffs in respect of the advance, it 
“Oli appear to us that Lloyd & Oo. would be entitled to any 
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remedy against Bloch as they have not paid or performed all 
they were liable for as sureties. See Contract Act, section 140. 
Tho utmost benefit^ we think, which the defendants are entitled 
to obtain from the positioa of Lloyd & Co. as sureties is the 
right to the security of the 250 boxes which they were willing, 
from the outset, should be received by the plaintiffs and which 
were, therefore, available for sale in or towards satisfaction of the 
advance made against the bill of lading. This, we think, follows 
from either section 139 or section 141 of the Contract Act. The 
plaintiffs by refusing to take delivery of the 250 boxes have 
omitted to do an act which their duty to the surety required 
them to do, and to the extent to which that omission liis resulted 
in loss the surety is discharged. 

Now the value of the 250 eases not shipped by Lloyd & Co. 
was, according to the invoice, £104-15-10. The goods were sold 
during the progress of the suit in February 1900 for 
Rs, 1,625-8-0 from which Rs. 1,022-12-7 were deducted for customs 
duty. Port Trust, and King^s warehouse charges, leaving a 
surplus of Es. 602-11-6. 


We do not think that it can be fairly assume! against the 
plaintiffs that the full invoice value would have been realised 
upon a forced sale of the 250 boxes in order to ease the surety. 
At the same time it may be that the sale in February 1900 is 
not a fair criterion of the price the goods would have realised 
if they had been sold at once after their arrival in May 1907. 
In the absence of evidence upon the point we allow Rs. 2,000 
as the price which might have been realised at a forced sale in 
May 1907 ; and of that sumEs. 602-11'^ is in the hands of the 
Collector of Customs. 


It is obvious that this amount of Es. 2,000 is not sufficient to 
j -discharge the claim of the plaintiffs for £255-5-2 and interest'^at 
;,6 per cent, pet annum and no offer or tender has been made by 
defendants in respect of the plaintiffs^ claim. 

" V. ■ .V. 

.therefore, hold that the plaintiffs are entitled to recover 
defendant^ the difference between Es. 2,000 and. 

per rupee with interest at permit 
;inB|ufred m the realisation of ^ f 
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their security. They are, however^ not entitled to recoyer such 
costs as are attributable to their unsuccessful contentions upon 
the issue of stoppage m tramihu These costs we assess at one* 
third in each Court. 

We, therefore, reverse the decree of the lower Court and 
decree that the defendants do pay to the plaintiffs the sum of 
Bs. 1,828-14-0 with inteiesi thereon at 6 per cent, per annum 
and two*thirds of the costs of this suit throughout. The 
respondents must assign to the appellants the Es. 602-10-7 in 
the hands of the Collector of Customs. 


Decree revenech 

solicitors i— Messrs. Croiigie^ Slviit Cerosm 
Eespondents^ solicitors j— Messrs. Craiv/ord^ Brown Co^ 
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Bpeeifie Belief Act fl of 1877 ), section 45 — General principle underlying 
interference hg High Ooii^i--M%mcipal election pemion-^Jnnsdiction and 
dkcTBtion of Chief Judgeef Small Causes Court— dig of Embay Mmkipal 
Act (Bom, Act III of IS88 as amended by Eom, Act V of 19051 sections 
^B3 and 34. 

A Municipal election petition having been lodged with the Chief Judge of 
the Small Ca ses Cotut, the latter nrseated two of the successful candidates 

♦ Section BS (1) If the qualification of any peison declared to be elected for 
being a Councillor k disputed, or if the validity of any election is questioned, 
whether by reason of the improper rejection by the Commissioner of a nomina- 
ion or of the improper reception or refusal of a vote, or for any other cause, any 
^rson enrolled in the Municipal election roll may, at any time, within fifteen 
/fayi affer the result of the election has been declared, apply to the Chief Jiid^ 
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and found cause of objection against tbe candidate in whose favonr -were 
recorded “the next highest nninher of Talid votes after those letnined as 

of the Small Cause Conit. If the application is for a declaration that any 
particular candidate shall be deemed to .have been elected, the applicant shall 
make parties to his application all candidates who, althongh not declared 
elected, have, accoiding to the re’^nlts declaied by the Commissioner nnder 
section 32, a greater nnmher of votes than the said candidate, and proceed 
against them in the same mannei as against the said candidate. 

(2) If the said Chief Judge, after making such inquiiy as he deems necessary, 
£nds that the election was a valid election and that the person whose election is 
objected to is not disqualified, he shall confiim the declared result of the election. 
If he finds that the peison whose election is objected to is disqualified for 
being a Councillor he shall declare such person’s election null and void. If he 
finds that the election is not a valid election he shall set it aside. Tn either case 
he shall direct that the candidate, if any, in whose favour the next highest 
number of valid votes is lecoided after the said person or after all the persons 
who were retmned as elected ai the said election and against whose election no 
cause of objection is found, shall be deemed to ha^e been elected. 


(3) The said Chief Judge’s order shall be conclusive. 

(4) If he sets aside an election or if, when he deelaxes a person who has been 
declared elected disqualified for being a Councillor, there is no other candidate 
who can be deemed to have been elected, pioceedings for filling the vacancy or 
vacancies shall be taken under section 34, 


(r>) Every election not called in qu siion in accoi dance with the foregoing 
provisions shall he deemed to have been to all i tents a good and valid election. 

Section 84. (1) If from any cause no Councillor is elected at any general 
election, the retiiing Councillor or Councillors shall, if willing to seive, he 
deemed to be re-elected. 


(2) If, in any such case the retiring Councillor is not willing to serve, or some 
of the retiiing Councillors are willing to serve and some are not, or 
if, in the case of an election to fill a casual vacancy, no Councillor is 
elected, or 

if, in the case of any election, an insufiScient number of Councillors are 
elected, 

the CJonpuissioner shall, without delay, inform the Corporation of the circum- 
stances, and thereupon the Coiporation, so far as it is constituted, may appoint 
a duly qualified person to fill the vacancy, or each vacancy, as ihe case may 
4e, and, if the Corporation shall fail within fifteen days after receipt of such 
nation to appoint a person as aforesaid, the Commisslcner shall appoint 
t for holding a fresh election. , 

election held under this section} shall < be held subject in aM 




H H vrm election to fill a mml 
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elected.” He declined to inquire fnrtlier into the olaims of any otl^er candi- 
date or to deelaie any other candidate electedj on his interpretation of 
section SS (2) of the Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of H as amended 
by Bom. Act V of 1905), he was not enabled to do so. ^ 

The two high04 of the other unsnccessM candidates thereupon obtained 
rules against the Chief Judge under section 45 of the Specific Belief Act 
(I of 18773> to show cause why he should not proceed to declare them elected 
under section 33 (2) aboxe me itioned. 

that the case fell within the general principle referred to in Bx park 
Milneri^) that where an inferior tiibunal impropeily refused to enter upon a 
complaint, a mandamus would issue. 

Section 33 having been held to empower the Chief Judge to set aside the 
election of any number of candidates returned as elected, theie was nothing 
repugnant in construing the section as empowering the Chief Judge to fill up 
any number of vacancies so created from the list of unsuccessful candidates 
subject to the provisions of the section. 

It was clearly incumbent on tbe Chief Judge to deal with the question of 
filling up both the vacancies. He should accordingly proceed to place the 
unsuccessful candidates in order of valid votes The two with the highest 
number of valid votes against whom no cause of objection was found should be 
declaiedtobe deemed to be elected. If only one qualified, or none qualified, 
pioceedings for filling the vacancy or vacancies would have to be taken under 
section 34. 

An application under section 83(1) should name the persons whose election 
is objected to# 

At the triennial general election of Municipal Councillors held 
in January 1910 fifteen candidates presented themselves to 
contest the eight vacancies in the Mandvi Ward# Eight candi- 
dates were declared by the Municipal Commissioner duly elected. 
A petition was shortly afterwards lodged with the Chief Judge 
of the Small Causes Court, under section 38 of the Municipal 
Act (Bom. Act III of 1888), praying for the setting a^ide of the 
election of these eight Councillors, or of one or more^bf them, 
on the ground of personation, coercion and undrf^llfeluence# 
The inquiry resulted in the Chief Judge setting ^ aside the 
election of two of the eight Councillors, namely, those standing 
8rd and 6fch respectively on the list returned by tbe Municipal 
Commissioner. Proceeding under the latter part of section 83 (2) 
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of the Act, the Chief Judge held that only one candidate could in 
any event fulfil the conditions therein set out, and that, as objection 
existed against that candidate — in this case, number 9 on the list — ^ 
no other could be declared electecL The two vacancies thus caused 
were later filled by the Corporation under the provisions of 
section 34. On 13th J une 19 10 on the petition of Jaffer Ju«=ub, who 
stood 10th on the list of candidates, Macleod, J., granted a rule 
nki to issue to the Chief Judge to show cause why he should not 
proceed to direct under section 38 that the petitioner he deemed 
to have been duly elected. A similar rule was granted on the 
petition of Sharafally Mamooji, who stood 11th on the list. 
The two rules were consolidated and argued together. 

Kemp (with him JarcUne^ Acting Advocate Generdl) appeared 
for the Chief Judge of the Small Causes Court to show cause. 

Section 45 of the Specific Relief Act provides that the Act 
required to be done must be clearly incumbent on the public 
officer. But here the Act is not in any event incumbent on 
the Chief Judge without further inquiry. The High Court 
has no power to interfere wheie the Judge has exercised his 
discretion in a matter within his jurisdiction. Even if it has 
the power it will not use it in such cases. It will only 
interfere where the Judge has wrongfully refused to perform 
bivS duty and not where he has gone wrong in performing it : 
see Clifton v. In re Ililner^^^ and Tke Qneen v. The Judge 

of Pontppool County Com This case must be distinguished 
from In re Brighton Seweu Aci^^\ where the Judge refused to 
perform his duty. In In re Botve7t^^'> it was held that the con- 
struction of a statute was within the jurisdiction of the County 
Court Judge, and even if his construction was eironeous a 
prohibition could not issue. Here the case is even stronger. 
Not only is the matter decided by the Chief Judge within his 
jurisdicticm, but it is within his exclusive jurisdiction. The 
Act which created the right claimed by the petitioners also laid 
down tWr remedy. The whole point is fully dealt with 

H. N. 788. (8) (1804) 68 L, L Q, B. 700. 

i Jw, 1087. m (1880) 0 Q. B. B. 728. 
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IE Bhakhanhar v, Mmid^al Corporaiiom of Bombay^^\ The 
judgment of Jenkins^ 0. J., in that case went much further 
than the actual decision, and is entirely against the petitionerSi 
In any case the Chief Judge^s construction of section 33 (2) 
is not only correct, but the only possible construction. Any 
other reading makes the word ^ next ^ superfluous. Only one 
candidate can have the next highest number of valid votes, and 
the fact that there is cause of objection against him cannot release 
other candidates from fulfilling the first condition. The section 
does not enable, much less compel, the Chief Judge to go down 
the list till he comes to a candidate against whom no objection 
exists. The supposed intention of the legislature cannot be read 
in when the words are clear : FesUy of St. Jokn^Si Hampstead v. 
CJoUon^^K Lastly, the interference of the High Court where it lies, 
is purely discretionary, and many considerations arise as to the 
use of that discretion: see The Qneen v, Chweh Wardens of All 
Saints, Such a rule, if granted, would lead in future 

to delay and uncertainty. In every election petition the Chief 
Judge must decide numerous points of law, and all these might 
be disputed in the same way. This is an indirect appeal, 
where no appeal liesn 

Jardine, Acting Advocate General, appeared for the Municipal 
Commissioner, 

The only interest of the Commissioner in this ease is that the 
section should be read aright. The Court should bear in mind 
that the construction of the Act has not come before it as m 
iittegra, and even though mistaken should not be interfered with 
lightly, especially if a reasonable interpretation has been given. 
The petitioners here are in reality appealing. They have also 
been guilty of delay. Such an application as this ought to have 
been made at the earliest possible moment. Had the Corporation 
known of this petition, they would have refrained from filling the 
vacancies until they knew the result. But as it is, the vacancies 
ha\ e both been filled. Finally, the rule cannot be made absolute 
in its present form. The Court, if it decides to interfere, will 
have to give directions to the Chief Judge. Must the inquiry 

m (1907) 31 Bom. 604 (2) a886) 12 A. Ci at p. 6. 

(3) (3876} 1 A, Cat p, 620. 
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be re-opened, of must he decide, as to the validity of votes and 
causes of objection, on such evidence only as has been adduced ? 

Setahad, for the petitioners, in support of the rule. 

There was no undue delay. The petitioners applied at the 
earliest opportunity, —the first day of term. The Corporation 
would probably have filled the vacancies in any case, as, otherwise 
after fifteen days they would have lost their right to do so under 
section St. The cases cited with regard to the jurisdiction and 
discretion of the High Court to interfere are all in my favour. 
They all show that this Court will interfere where the lower Judge 
has refused to perform his duty. The duty of the Chief Judge in 
this case was, according to section S3 (2), to declare the petitioners 
elected. This he wrongfully refused to do. He had jurisdiction 
and refused to entertain it. The case of Bhatshanhar v. Muni- 
cipal Corporation^^ only decided that a suit would not lie in a 
matter in which the Chief J udge’s oi'der was conclusive. It bas 
no application here. The Chief Judge’s construction of the section 
is wrong. It is not necessary to give it such a narrow meaning 
even if such meaning is possible, and it was obviously not the 
intention 'bf the legislature. The weakness of that reading is 
apparent when its alleged efiect in restricting the Chief Judge to 
the consideration of one candidate could be nullified by the filing 
of a series of petitions. For I submit that it would be so nullified. 
The Chief Judge in his judgment has not found any cause of 
objection against the petitioners, and it is therefore clearly incum- 
bent on him to declare them elected. The order should be that 
he should proceed according to law. 


^ Macleod, J. In January last the triennial election of eight 
Councillors for B Vizard Mandvi to the Municipal Corporation 
of the City of Bombay was held according to the provisions of the 
City of Bombay Municipal Act III of 1883. There were fifteen 
candidates and the. result of the poll was duly declared by the 
Municipal Commissioner under section 28 of the Act. tinder 
= section 28 (q) the first eight candidates were deemed to be elected, 

^ presented under section 38 of the Act 

Chief Judge of the 
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Small Causes Court praying that the whole eleotioa or the elec- 
tion of the eight Councillors or of one or more of them might be 
set aside and a scrutiny held. The fifteen candidates and the 
Municipal Commissioner were made respondents. The Chief 
Judge held an inquiry and set aside the election of Lakhamsey 
Nappoo and Khimji Hirji Kayani who occupied the 3rd and 6th 
positions amongst the successful candidates. 

The Chief Judge then came to the conclusion that under 
section 33 (2) he was only empowered to consider the claim of 
Fazulbhai Joomabhai Laljee, the candidate obtaining the next 
highest number of votes to the candidates returned as elected, to 
be held to be deemed to have been elected, but as he held that a 
valid cause of objection existed to Fazulbhai being declared elected 
he declined to direct that Fazulbhai should be deemed to be elected. 

He further held that as there was no other candidate according 
to the interpretation he placed on the section who could be 
deemed to be .elected, proceedings for filling up the two 
vacancies would have to be taken under section 84 of the Act. 

Sarafally Mamooji, who stood tenth on the list as notified by 
the Commissioner, then presented a petition to this Court under 
section 45 of the Specific Relief Act asking for an order that the 
Chief Judge do proceed to direct under section 33 of the Bombay 
Municipal Act that the petitioner shall be deemed to have been 
duly elected and for such further and other relief as the circum- 
stances of the case might require. 

On the 13th June I granted a rule against the Chief Judge 
and directed that notice should be given to the Municipal 
Commissioner and also to Sir Jamsetji Jeejeebhai and Dr. Rajab- 
ally y. Patell who had been appointed by the Municipa. 
Corporation purporting to act under section 84 to fill the vacancies 
caused by the decision of the Chief Judge. The I'ule was argued 
before me on the 23rd June, Mr. K. Kemp appeared to show 
cause on behalf of the Chief Judge; Mr. Jardine, Acting Advocate 
General, appeared to watch the proceedings on behalf of the 
Municipal Commissioner while the two gentlemen above mentioned 
had intimated to the petitioner that they did not intend to take 
any part in the proceedings. 
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It was first contended by Mr, Kemp that the Court had no 
jurisdiction to entertain the petitioner's application. Now under 
section 45 of the Specific Belief Act the High Court of Bombay 
may make an order requiring any specific act to be done or 
forborne within the local limits of its Ordinary Original Civil 
Jurisdiction by any inferior Court of JudicaturOj provided that 
(a) an application for such order be made by some person 
whose property franchise or personal right would be injured by 
the forbearing or doing (as the case may be) of such specific act 
and (fi) that such doing or forbearing is, under any law for the 
time being in force, clearly incumbent on such Court in its 
public character. Rule 580 of the Bombay High Court Buies 
prescribes the manner in which the application should be made. 
The Small Causes Cdurt is an inferior Court of Judicature 
within the local limits of its Ordinary Original Civil Jurisdiction, 
and the petitioner's franchise has been injured by the Chief 
Judge refusing to consider his claim to be deemed to have been 
elected. Therefore if I am of opinion that it was clearly 
incumbent on the Chief Judge under section 33 to consider the 
petitioner's claim, I have jurisdiction to direct the Chief Judge 
to do so. 


I may here deal with the contention that the petitioner has 
been guilty of delay so as to disentitle him to relief. 

The Chief Judge delivered his judgment on the 13th April. 
The petitioner obtained a certified copy of the judgment on the 
23rd April. The High Court vacation had then commenced and 
the petition was presented on the first day the Court sat after the 
vacation. It is suggested thatit should have been presented during 
the vacation, but the petitioner was under no obligation to do so, 
and I think he was perfectly justified in waiting until the Court 
re-opened after the vacation. Then Mr. Kemp urged that the 
Chief Judge had exercised his discretion in a matter wholly and 
exclusively within his juiisdiction and that acting on well-known 
: principles this Court would not interfere. But in this case it is 
a question of discretion, the Chief Judge has said : As I read 
th® legislature has given me no power to consider the 
^bf the remaining candidates to fill these two 
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vacancies except tlie claim of No. 9 If he had said, have 
the power but I cleclino to exercise it in favour of any of Ihe 
unsuccessful candidates/ his decision would have been con- 
clusive* 

This easo falls within the general principle referred to in 
Jj^vpaffe Mfhier^^^ that where an inferior tribunal improperly** 
refuses to enter upon a complaint, a mandamus will issue. And 
see T/i.e Queen v. The Judge of the Ponigpool Countg Court^^\ 
where the High Court refused to interfere with the decisions 
of the County Court Judge, as, in the words of Wright, J., '^ho 
had not really declined jurisdiction. He might or might not 
have made a mistake but it could not be said he had refused to 
entertain case/' 

Lastly, it was suggested that even if I differed from the Chief 
Judge I should not give directions on the ground of public 
policy as the success of tlio petitioner in this case might lead 
to applications of a frivolous natuie being made to this Court. 
That may be a reason u hy this Court will not interfere when 
the lower Court has exercised it^ discretion but when jurisdiction 
has been declined it is a matter of public policy that a sirbject 
should not be lightly deprived of a franchise to which he is 
entitled by law. 

I now come to the merits of the ease What are the powers 
and duties of the Chiet Judge under section 33 of the Bombay 
Municipal Act which has been materially altered by Bombay 
Act V of 1005 ^ Within fifteen days after the result of an 
election being declared any peison enrolled in the Municipal 
election roll may apply to the Chief Judge ( 1 ) if the fj[ualification 
of any peison declared to bo elected for being a Councillor is 
disputed or (2) if the validity of any election is questioned for 
certain reasons mentioned or for any other cause. It is open 
to argument •whether the word 'election^ means the election 
proceedings as a whole, or the election of an individual candidate. 
This question was discussed by Sir Lawrence Jenkins, C J., in 
Bhakhanlfif v. Mumdpal Ooipmatmi of but in the 

0) (1851) 15 Jiir. 1037. (2) (1804) 63 L. J. Q. B, 

(^} (1907) 31 Bom. 604. 
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opinion of the learned Chief Justice it mattered little which 
view prevailed, I should be inclined to think that neither liew 
is wholly correct. 

An objection to the election proceedings as a whole must 
include an objection to each of the individual candidates. An 
objection to the election of a particular candidate may involve 
an inquiry into the whole of the election proceedings as regards 
that candidate. What does ^eem clear from the wording of 
sub-scctioa (2) is that an application under sub-section (1) should 
name the persons whose election is objected to. 

The poTVcis of the Chief Judge under sub-section (2) weie 
changed by the amending Act and in order to presciibo the pro« 
cedure to be followed in consequence of that change the follow- 
ing words were added to sub-section (1) : If the application is 
for a declaiation that any particular candidate shall be deemed 
to have been elected, tlie applicant shall make parties to his 
apjrlication all candidates, who, although not declared elected^ 
have, according to the results declared by the Commissioner 
under section 32, a greater number of votes than the said candi- 
date, and proceed against them in the same manner as against 
the said candidate.^^ 


It was open, therefore, to the applicant in the Small Causes 
Court to ask for a declaration that No. 16, for instance, should 
be deemed to have been elected, in which case he was bound to 
make Nos. 9 to W parties to his application. I do not under- 
stand, however, the last words otthe suh.section ^as against the 
said candidate/ The applicant would not be proceeding against 
the particular candidate he wished to bo declared eiccced, and it 
would seem more in agreement with the context if the sub- 
section ended as follows s— ^ as against the successful candidate or 
candidates the validity of whose election is being questioned/ 

Sub-section (2) enacts what the Chief Judge is to do when 
an application is made under sub-section (1). He has to make 
inquiry as ho may deem necessary and— 

K he finds that the election was a valid election and 
whose election is objected to is pot disqti|ilifi©d 
the election. 
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2, li the Chief Judge that the person whose election is 
objected to is disqualified for being a Councillor he shall declare 
such person^ s election null and void, 

3, If the Chief Judge finds that the election is not a valid 
election he shall set it aside 

The words so far as concerns the person whose election is 
objected to appearing in the Act befoie the amendment have 
now been omitted. It may be they were considered superfluous^ 
hut whether the Chief Judge declares a personas election null 
and V )id on the ground that he is disqualified or sets aside an 
election as not \alid^ m eithei case he shall direct that the can- 
didate^ if any, in whose favour the next liighest number of valid 
votes is recorded after the said person or after all the persons 
who were returned as elected at the election, and against whose 
election no cause of objection is found shall he deemed to have 
been elected. 
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The Chief Judge dealing with this paifc of oUl>sectiori (2) 
says in his judgment ; 

Tho last pari of danse 2 of section 83 scorns to contemplate only one can- 
didate coining in m the event of one or moie of the successful candidates 
being unseated by the Court, that one candidate being the gentleman with the 
next highest number of votes to the candidates leturned as elected piovided 
no cause of objection exists agaio&t him. Hence il the election of the whole ’ 
eight successful candidateb were sot aside the Court \^ould only have power to 
declare tho ninth candidate elected in place of tbe eight returned candidates 
and if any cause of objection existed as to him nobody could be declared 
elected.” 

Later on he says s 

As the elections of the third and sixth lespondonts hav'e been set aside the 
question to be consideied is whether any cause ot objection can be urged 
against the ninth respondent who m the ordinary course and who alone nu^er 
section 83 (B) can bo declaied elected in place of the unseated candidates.” 

Whatever the section may contemplate, the Court must give 
effect to its plain grammatical meaning and, with all due defer- 
ence to the learned Chief Judge, that meaning is perfectly clear. 
Under section 38 (2) of the Act as it stood before it was amend- 
ed by Bombay Act V of 1905 the Chief Judge, if he set aside an 
^ election, had no power to fill the vacancy so created. It was 
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only in tbe case of a personas election being liekl null and void 
on the ground that he was disqualified for being a Councillor 
that the Chief Judge could direct that the candidate^ if any^ 
with the next highest number of votes after the person dis- 
qualified or after all the persons who were returned as elected 
should be deemed to bo elected. I am clearly of opinion that 
under that section the Chief Judge had power to fill up any 
number of vacancies caused by the election of candidates being 
declared null and void so far as the number of unsuccessful 
candidates allowed in order of votes obtained by them. How- 
ever that may be, the amendments; introduced by Act T of 
1905, leave no room for ambiguity. It is not the candidate 
with the next highest number of votes whom the Chief Judge 
shall declare to be deemed to be elected but the candidate wdth 
the next highest number of valid votes and against v/hose 
election no cause of objection is found. The Chief Judge in 
stating what the section in his opinion contemplated has 
omitted to notice the ‘WorcH valid/ No doubt the Chief Judge 
would be entitled to presume that all the \ otes in favour of a 
candidate as declared by the Commissioner were valid but if a 
vacancy has to be filled all the unsuccessful candidates are open 
to attack and the last on the list may prove to be the one with 
the next highest number oi valid votes. 

The object of the latter portion of sub*section (1) added as 
above mentioned by Bombay Act V of 1905 now becomes clear* 
The change in sub-section (2) has enabled an applicant to apply 
to the Chief Judge for a declaration that any of the unsuccessful 
candidates should be deemed to be elected and if the applicant 
in this case had applied for a declaration in favour of No. 15 
he was bound, as I have pointed out above, by sub-section (1) 
t(f make Nos, 9 to 1 4 parties of his application. As far as I 
can gather no such declaration was asked for but all the 
^didates were made parties to the application* If the Chief 
i could only consider whether No. 9 should be deemed to 
" or not, the latter portion of sub-section (1) expressly 

i by t|be amending Act would be meaningless. 

j anything in the section which can be held to 
Chief Judge to filling up one vacahey 
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only, u lieu he has set aJcle the election of more than one of 
the successful candidates ? Under section 1 3 of the General 
Clauses Act words in the singular shall include the plural and 
vice mred provided there is nothing repugnant in the subject 
or contest. 

The section has been held to empower the Chief Judge to set 
aside the election of any number of candidates returned as 
elected; therefore I see nothing repugnant in construing the 
section as empowering the Chief Judge to fill up any number 
of vacancies so created from the list of unsuccessful candidates 
subject to the piovisions of the section. 

It was suggested that the Chief Judge might have to direct 
that candidates with a very small number of \oles should bo 
deemed to have been elected. That is a matter for the 
legislature and not for the Courts but I may point out that it 
would be possible for this to occur even if the view of the 
Chief Judge was correct and only the claim of the next man 
out could be considered. 

In my opimon^ therefore^it was clearly inemnbent on the Chief 
Judge to deal with the question of filling up both the vacancies, 

I direct accordingly that the Chief Judge do proceed to place 
the unsuccessful candidates in order of \alid votes. The two 
with the highest number of valid votes against whom no cause of 
objection is found should be declared to be deemed to bo elected* 
If only one qualifie^^ or none qualifies^ proceedings for filling the 
vacancy or vacancies will have to be taken under section 34. 

My decision in no way interferes with the discretion of the 
learned Chief Judge. It does not lie within his discretion to 
refuse to exercise duties clearly imposed upon him by statute 
when by such refusal tho franchise of some pei’son has been 
injured. 

Attorneys for the petitioner Messrs, Thalunlas ^ Co. 

Attorneys for the Municipal Commissioner .—-Messrs. Ciaw/orilf 
Brown & Co. 

Attorneys for the Chief Judge j-^Messrs. Zitile Co* 
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Jkfoie Sir Baht! ScoU, Ku» CMtf Justice 

MANCIIAND PANACHAND OUJAli (oeigik vl DurEUDANi 3), ArpcLL %is t , 
April 14. KI38AEI ko^j: KHOPCHAND and anojciikk (oei&invXi Pevin^ots), 

Besiondents.'^*' 

ZimJatnm Act fXV of ISTi Z scctlo/i 8^ Schedule JJ, miidt 1/ JSsplcm 
i%on 1 — Limitatien Act (IX of 1008J} section / — 3hnop decree Jioldors^ 
A2>p>Uc(3,tioih$ for e^eciUion by gniirdhtin-^A.iMmaeM rf majo'iitp hj oiio 
ilecree'holdtr — Application by giucrdia/i fakes effect in favour of all^ 
liiyhtof the major d^cretJioULr to give dischaige to the /iidgmenP debtor 
in respect of thejud jmentnUt 

Two minox sistersj who wore bom ui ilie yeart> IbSi and 18875 obia ned a 
deciee against tbe deieiidants in May 1900. liie minor decree-boldei s weic 
rcpiescDfccd by a gnardian appointed h^ ibe Coiiit The said decree was 
eonfnmod by the High Oonrfc m appeal in Maich 1901 Subsequently the 
gnardiaii picsented applications foi tbt cvccution of the deciee m 1904 1905 
and lOOOjaiid nhile Hie last application was pending the guardian died# 
Theieiipon the denoe-holdois pi eseniid an application for c\ecntion as majors 
in 1908. The defendants contended that as the elder dec lee-liolder had attained 
maioiUy, the application by the guaidian was, to hci, iinaiithoiized and the 
execution of the deciec was bailed as against hei Jtwaa fnrthci contended 
that as the older deciee-lioldci could from the time of hoi attaining majority 
make an application and give a good dischaigc to tlie judgment-debtoi for the 
docretal-cleht without the cououiioncc ot the minor, time had, therefore, run 
against both under feootiou 8 of the Limitation Act (XY of 1877) oi section 7 
of the Limitation Act (IX of 1908) 

Meld that by leason of the fiist explaiuiion of aiticle 179 of the Lunitation 
Act (XV of 1877) an application made by a repicscntative of one of joint 
deoree-helders takes effect in faionr of all. Therefoie, though the elder deciee- 
holder had attained majority, the applications made by the guaidian as the 
next fiiend of the minor decice-holdei took effect in faionr of both 

Meldt further, that the contention under section S of the Limitation Act 
of 1877 or section 7 of the Limitation Act of 1908 was inconsistent with the 
decisions in Govindram \. Tatia^'^) and Xamir Ecnan v. Bnndari^\ the 
%plioaMlity of which had not ceased owing to any change in the words of 
t tetion 7 of the Limitation Act of 1903. 

; ri^ST appeal from the decision of V. N. Eahurkar, First Class 
i.s^h^rdinate Judge of Satara, in an execution proceeding. 

* First Appeal No» 102 of 1909* 

•ii883i< W (1899; 22 AH. m 




voh. xxmr.] Bombay series. 

The facts o£ the ease were as under : — 

Two minor Hindu sisters, Kesari and Thakn, who w^ore horn 
in the years 18S1 and 1887 respectively, obtained a decree 
against three defendants in the Court of the First Class Subor- 
dinate Judge of Satara on the 1st May 1900. The minors 
were leprescnted by one Balaram, a guardian appointed by the 
District Com t of Satara, and he having subsequently died his 
brother Kamji assumed the management of the minoi’s estate 
mw motiu The said decree was confirmed by the High Court in 
Match 1901. In the years 193^, 1905 and 1906 the guardian pre- 
sented applications for the ex^eeudon of the decree, and while the 
last application was peniling the guardian Eamji died. Thereupon, 
in the year 1908 the two decree-holders, Kesari and Thaku, 
filed the present application for execution as majors. At the 
time of the application the ages of Kesari and Thaku were 27 
and 21 years respectively. Kesari being a major in the years 
1901, 1905 and 190G when the guardian presented applications 
for the execution of the decree, the defendants contended that 
those applications weie made by an unauthoriaied person, 
therefore, they did not avail the plaintiffs and owing to this 
reason the present application was beyond time. 

The Subordinate Judge overruled the defendants^ objection 
and allowed execution to proceed for the following reason : — 
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Kesau and Thalai wcio joint deeiee-liouleH. Under scciion 231 o! the 
Civil Ptocedure Code of 1882 Thahu could apply foi the benefit o£ heisflf 
and her sistei She xvas a minor. iSeo^Ion 7 of the Limitation of 1877 oi of 1908 
^ya^ld save the bar of limitation even if there Ind been no pievions applications 
at all (20 Bom 383; 6 Bombay Law Eepoiter6d7) In this case there weio 
pievious applications and the piesent application 'which was made within tlnee 
jeais flora the attaining of niajoiitj by Thaku cannot ho baned* 


Defendant 3 prefeired an appeal. 

N. J/* PatmfMaji for the appellant (defendant 3), — 

Kesari had attainedniajority w^hen the applications for execution 
were made by the guardian. He had therefore no authority to make 
the applications. Those applications were therefore ineffectual 
and the present application which is made by Kesari and Thaku 
is barred by limitation* Further, Kesari having attained majority 
could give a valid discharge to the judgment-debtor during the 
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minority of Thaku under section 231 of the Civil Procedure Code 
of 1882, Therefoi'O under section 8 of the Limitation Act of 
1877 time began to run against Kesari and lhaku both. Suppos* 
ing they were not joint creditoi’s or claimants) under that section^ 
still under the provisions of section 7 of the Limitation Act of 
1908 there can be no doubt as to Kesari% right to grant a 
discharge to the jiidgment<Iebtor and the bar of limitation is 
not saved, 

K, N. KoytQi for the respondents (plaintiffs),— 

The decree to be executed was a ioint decree^ therefore, an ap» 
plicotion for execution made by one joint decreeJiolder would take 
effect in favour of both under the first explanation to article 179 
of the Limitation of 1877 : see the Full Bench ruling of the 
Allahabad High Court in Zamir Ilasm v Smilai^'^K V/ith 
respect to the right ot Kcsaii to give discharge to the 
judgment-debtor during the minoiity of Thaku, we contend that 
the discharge ’ mentioned in section 8 of the Limitation Act of 
1877 reiers to a dischaige which is wholly the act of the paity 
giving the dischaige. Here the judgment-creditors were sisters 
and neither could give a discharge on behalf of the other. The 
discharge under section 231 of the Civil Procedure Code of 1882 
is a power exerei‘^cd ty the Court and not by the party ; Zamir 
Ilasan v. SuntUr^^^ , Gomiichom v. The change of language 

in section 7 of the Limitation Act of 1008 has made no difference 
withiegard to the question ot discharge. Either section con- 
templates a ease like that of a manager capable of giving a 
discharge on behalf of the wlio^e joint family. We therefore 
submit that our present application is within time. 

ScoiT, C. L It is contended in this appeal that the learned 
Subordinate Judge was wrong in holding that an application for 
execution of a decree which had been passed in favour of two 
Hitidu females during their minoiity, was not barrecL 

ik I ^he application was made in 1908 and at that date the* ago of 
IlitefMer decree-holder was 27 and that of the younger decree- 
There had previously been several applications for 
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the execution of the doctee^ for, Ramji, the brother of the deccas- 
13d guardian of the minors, had in 1904, 1905 and 1906 presented 
different darkhasts purporting to act as the guardian of both 
the decree-holders. 

Now as a guardian had been appointed for them they did not 
attain the age of majority until 21 and at the time of the appli- 
cations in 190i, 1906 and 1906 the younger decree-holder was 
still a minor. 

It is contended that the elder had attained the age of 
majority and that, therefore, the execution of the decree must 
be barred as regards her. It is, however, pointed out by the 
Full Bench in Zamir Hasan v. Sundar^^^, that by reason of the 
first explanation of article 179 of the Limitation Act an appli- 
cation, made by a representative of one of joint decree-holders, 
takes effect in favour of all ; therefore, though the elder decree- 
holder Kesari had attained majority the applications made by 
Ramji as next friend of Thaku took effect in favour of both. 

It is also argued that under section 8 of the Limitation Act 
of 1877, or, at all events under section 7 of the Limitation Act 
of 1908, the elder decree-holder Kesari could, from the time of 
her attainment of majority, make an application Under section 
231 of the Code of Civil Procedure of 18S2 and give a good 
discharge to the judgment-debtor in respect of the judgment- 
debt. 

That contention, however, is inconsistent with the decisions 
in Govindram v. Taiia^^ and Zamir Hasan v. Sunclar^^^ and the 
applicability of those cases has not ceased owing to any change 
in the words of section 7 of the Limitation Act of 1908. 

I, therefore, think that the learned Judlge in the lower Court 
came to the right conclusion, and I dismiss this appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed* 
G. B. E. 

U) (1S09) 22 All. m. m (1^95) 20 Bm, 2nx 
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B^oTe Biv jBdBil Scotty Kt,y Chief tfnisheef und MIp Justice Bc^tchelor^ 

1910. SHRI YAKTUBA (oEiaiK-iL Bembant 1), Appellant, THAKOEl 

April IS. AGI'AESIlJGrHJI EAISINGHJI (oeiginal Pl aintief), Respondent, and 

EANSroGHJI AGARSINGHJI (oeioinal Defendant 2), Appellant, 

«?. THAKOEE AGARSINGHJI RAISIITGHJI (odiginal Plaintiff), 
Respondent.* 


Specific Melitf Act (J of 1877)) section 42'-^Oivil Procedure Code {Act YIII 
of 1859), section 15 — 15 and 16 Vic., o* 86, s. 50 — Suit bp plaintif for mere 
declaration that the minor defendant was not his son — Invehtigation of 
claim withou delay. 


k 

I 


A Talukdar-plaintiJi brought a suit for a declaiaiion that defendant % a 
minor, was not Ms son and that he was not born to the plaintiffs wife, defendant 
1, and for an injunction restraining defendant 1 from proclaiming to the world 
that defendant 2 was plaintiff’s son and fiom claiming maintenance for him as 
such son. The defendants contended that the suit was not maintainable under 
the provisions of the Specific Relief Act (I of 187'?) and that it was premature. 

Held, that the suit was maintainable, it being within the provisions of 
section 42 of tho Specific Relief Act (I of 1877). 

Held, further, that in the interests of justice it was of the highest importance 
that such claims should be investigated and decided without unnecessary delay, 
and when tho controveisy had once been brought to tiialthe decision should 
ordinarily follow the usual course. 

Tool V, JBwingO) distinguished. 


Lit"! ' 


PlKST appeal from the decision of Chandulal Mathuradas, 
First Glass Subordinate Judge of Surat, in Suit No. 503 of 1902. 

The plaintiff, who was the Talukdar of the Guaf State in the 
Dhandhuka Taluka, sued for a declaration that the minor 
defendant 2 was not his son and that he was not horn to his 
wife, defendant 1, and also to obtain a perpetual injunction 
restraining the defendant 1 from proclaiming to the world that 
• defendant 2 was his son, from establishing that the said defend- 
ant was his natural born son and from claiming maintenance 
, from the plaintiff as such son. The plaintiff alleged that he was 
married to defendant 1 about ten or twelve years before the suit, 

* Joint Appetto Nos, 46 and 67 of 1306, 
j ; »> (1903) Ir. Rep. 1 Cb. m 
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that thereafter she lived with the plaintiff as his lawfully wedded 
wife but as no son was born to her on account of ilbhealth and 
other natural defects, the plaintiff married a second wife, that 
defendant 1, thereupon, with a view to set up a supposititious 
son, left the plaintiff and went to live with her father in the 
village of Vadgaum in Oambay and that in a previous proceed- 
ing instituted by the plaintiff against defendant 1 in the Court 
at Oambay she urged that a son was born to her, hence the 
present suit. 

Defendant 1 answered that the suit was unsustainable under 
the provisions of the Specific Relief Act, that the plaintiff had 
filed a similar suit in the Court at Cambay and he withdrew it 
without liberty to file a fresh suit, therefore, the present suit was 
opposed to the provisions of sections 12 and 373 of the Civil 
Procedure Code of 1882, that she had no natural defects and she 
all along served the plaintiff as his wife, that as she was expect- 
ing her confinement she wont to live with her father and gave 
birth to defendant 2 on the 1st September 1901 at her maternal 
uncle^s house, that defendant 2 was plaintiffs son and that no ^ 
cause of action had accrued to the plaintiff. 

The Subordinate Judge found that the plaintiff^s suit was 
not opposed either to the provisions of section 42 of the Specific 
Relief Act or to the provisions of sections 12 and 373 of the Civil 
Procedure Code of 1882. He, therefore, allowed the claim. 

Defendants preferred joint appeals Nos. 46 and 57 of 1906. 

liaike^, with Y. E* Eesd, appeared for the appellant (defend- 
ant 2) in appeal No. 57 of 1906. 

We contend that a suit like the present cannot lie ina Civil Court* 
The plaintiff-Talukdar claimed a declaration that the infant- 
defendant is not bis son, that his wife was not pregnant and that 
no son was born to her. The lower Court erred in making the 
declaration relying on illustration {a) to section 42 of the Specific 
Relief Act. We submit that (1) such a declaration cannot be made 
under section 42 and that, (2) even if it can be made the lower 
Court erred in the exercise of its discretion in granting the relief 
against the infant. 

First, because there is no denial by the infant-defendant of 
any right or character of the plaintiff*, nor is he intere«-tcd m 
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deByixig the plaintilf a title to such character or rights because 
his own rights have not yet come into existence. The plaintiff^ 
as Talukdar, is entitled to enjoy his estate for life and the fact of 
the infantas existence is no denial of the plaintifF^s rights during 
his life-time. The infant has not claimed anything against the 
plaintiff^ therefore section 42 of the Specific Belief Act has no 
application. Section 15 of the Civil Procedure Code of 1859 as 
interpreted by the High Courts and the Privy Council supports 
our contention ; Kathama Natehiar v. Doramifiga Shea 

S%%g'R. Bai v. Mussumut J)ah7io(^K The English Statute on which 
section 42 of the Specific Belief Act is based is in the samo 
direction : 15 and 16 Vic., c. 86, s. 50. These authorities show 
that the plaintiff is not entitled to the relief which has been 
granted to him. A declaratory decree should not be made unless, 
there is a right to some consequential relief which, if asked for^, 
might have been granted: Fischer v. Secretary of State for India^^h 


;V\ 


\ 



Secondly, even if such a case falls under section 42 of tha 
Specific Belief Act, the present is not the case in which the Court 
should exercise its discretion in plaintiff^s favour; Tool v., 
Jiming^^yNoith-^EasUrn Marine Engineering Company v* Leeis^ 
Forge Company^^\ The interest of the minor defendant should 
not be prejudiced by deciding a question which will arise in the* 
future. It would not be necessary to decide at this stage intricate 
questions when no immediate effect can be given to the decision 
and when the postponement of the decision will not prejudice 
the plamtiff’‘s rights in any way ; Eunshuiti Kerain v. Ishti E%U 
English Courts always keep back the decision in sueh 
cases. On the merits we submit that the evidence in the case 
does not justify the finding in plaintiff's favour. Direct and 
circumstantial evidence of a strong character is required in a case 
of this nature. 

InrerarUyf Branson and B. (?. Besai^ with M. MeMa and 
■ . K. MeUa^ appeared for the respondent (plaintiff). 

^ The present suit is maintainable under section 9 of the Civil 
Code of 1908 and section 42 of the Specific Belief Acte 


,U): (1875) B. 2 r* A. 169. 
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Section 9 of the Civil Procedure Code alloWvS all snits of a civil 
nature excepting suits of which cognimnce ia either expressly or 
impliedly barred. There can be no doubt of the civil nature of 
the present suit and there is no law which either expressly or 
impliedly bars such a suits Annjona Dad v* Prahlad Chandra 
Ghose^^\ Mir A^^mai AU MahmuthVl^Uissa^^'^, The Talukdari 
estate of which the plaintiff is the owner is impartible and 
inalienable without the sanction of Government under section 31^ 
clause 1 of the Gujarat Talukdars’ Act, and it descends according 
to the rule of primogeniture. It has been held in HimmaUing v* 
G anpatsing^^ that although the son of a Talukdar is debarred 
from claiming a partition of the estate in his father^s life-time, 
he may sue for maintenance out of the estate. See also Ram’* 
ehamlra Bahliaram Vagh v. Sahharam Gopal Vagli^^* Supposing 
that the defendant is a legitimate son, he would be entitled to an 
interest in the estate and so he would be interested in denying 
the plaintiff’s right being free from his claim to maintenance out 
of the estate. Therefore the present suit clearly falls under 
section 42, illustration (/) of the Specific Eelief Act. The 
rulings im Rajah Nilmong Singh v, Rally Churn BaUacharjec^^^ and 
Eathama Naichiar v. Dorasinga were not decided under 

section 42 of the Specific Eelief Act. They went upon the old 
Chancery Practice Cases. The law has been altered in this respect; 
see DanieFs Practice, pp. 630, 631. No action or pleading is now 
open to the objection that a mere declaratory judgment order is 
sought thereby and the Court is empowered to make a binding 
declaration of rights whether any consequential relief is or could 
be claimed or not. The power thus given is discretionary and 
whether the Court will exercise its discretion depends on the 
circumstances of the particular case : Mlu v. Duke of Bedford^ ^ 
W eet V. Lord Sackvilh^^\ 

Under the Judicature Act a suit can be maintained for per- 
petuating testimony, Order 37, Eule 35. No such procedure is 
provided in India and so it becomes necessary to file suits of this 


(X) (1870) 6 Beng, h. B. 243. 
m (1897) 20 All. %. 
m (1875) 12 Bom. II. 0. K, 94 
m (1877) 2 Bom. 344 


(51 (1874) li. B, 2 1. A, 83. 

(0) (1875) L. n. 2 I. A. 169. 

(7) (1899) 1 Ch. 494 afe p. 494 

(8) (1906) 2 Ch. 325. 
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nature wbile facts are fresli, witnesses are alive and are in a 
position to depose to facts of a recent date as pointed out bj the 
Privy Council in CJian^dfasangp v The decision 

in Tool V. is not applicable to the present case. In 

that case there was no question relating to a right to an imparti- 
ble estate and the rules and orders relied on in that case were 
not similar to section 42 of the Specific Relief Act. 


Scott, C. J. : — The plaintiff claims in this suit a declaration 
that the second defendant is not his son and that he was not born 
to the first defendant and for an injunction restraining the 
defendant 1 from proclaiming to the world that the defendant 2 is 
plaintiff^s son and from claiming maintenance for him as 
such son. 


The plaintiff is a Talukdar and the first defendant his wife^, 
who alleges that, after leading the plaintiff^s house^ a son was 
born to her who had been begotten by the plaintiff. 

No claim for maintenance has as yet been made on behalf of 
the second defendant. He is an infant Jess than two years of 
age and neither he nor anyone on his behalf has set up any 
claim by him as heir to the estate ot the plaintiff. The Talukdari 
estate of which the plaintiff is owner descends according to the 
rule of primogeniture, it is impartible and inalienable without 
the consent of Government and it has been held in this Court 
that although the son of a Talukdar is debarred from claiming a 
partition of the estate in his father^s life-time, he may sue for 
maintenance out of the estate, EmmaUing v. Ganpatsing^^K 

The question which arises at the outset is whether such a suit 
as this will lie. It has long been established that the general 
power vested in the Couits m India under the Civil Procedure 
Code to entertain all suits of a civil nature excepting suits of 
wpeh cognizance is barred by any enactment for the time being 
force, does not carry with it the general power of making 
declarations except in so far as such power is expressly conferred 
1>V statute* 

Illif ||^i^90e) so Bom. S23. CS) (1904) Ir. Hep. 1 Cii; 4S4. 

^ ^ , (a> (187&) m Bom. H. C. E, 94. 
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state They at first conceived that the power of the Courts 
in India to make a merely declaratory decree was admitted ‘ to 
rest upon the 15th section of the Code of Civil Procedure of 
1859, the effect of which has been so much discussed. Mr. Doyne, 
however^ raised some question as to that, and suggested that the 
power was possessed by the Courts in the Mofussil, before the 
Code of Procedure was passed, and had not been taken away 
thereby. No authority which establishes the first of these 
propositions was cited j and their Lordships conceive that if the 
legislature had intended to continue to those Courts the general 
power of making declarations (if they ever possessed such a 
power), it would not have introduced this clause into the Code of 
Procedure, which, if a limited construction is to be put upon it, 
clearly implies that any decree made in excess of the power 
thereby conferred would be objectionable, the words of the 
section being, — ^No suit shall be open to an objection on the 
ground that a merely declaratory decree or order is sought 
thereby, and it shali be lawful for the Civil Courts to make bind- 
ing declarations of right without granting consequential relief.* 
Nor does any Court in India since the passing of the Code seem 
to have considered that it had the power of making declaratory 
decrees independently of that clause/* It was held by their 
Lordships in the case from which the above quotation is drawn, 
that the application of section 15 of the Code of Procedure of 
1859 must be governed by the same principles as those upon 
which the Court of Chancery proceeded in exercising the power 
conferred by 15 and 16 Vic., c, 86, s. 50, with such slight 
modifications as might be required by the different circumstances 
of India and by the different constitution of the Courts in that 
country, and that a declaratory decree could not be made unless 
there was a right to consequential relief capable of being had in 
the same Court i or under special circumstances as to Jurisdiction 
in some other Court. 
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There can, we think, be no doubt that if the law as to declara- 
tory decrees were still governed by section 15 of Act of 1859, this 

m {W6) LB. 2 I A. 169 at 179. 
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suit would not be maintainable, having regard to the decisions in 
England under 15 and 16 Vic., c. 86, s, 50, and the opinion 
expressed by the Judicial Committee in the case above referred 
to. The law, however, is now governed by section 42 of the 
Specific Eelief Act of 1877, which provides as follows 

Any person entitled to any legal character, or to any right 
as to any property, may institute a suit against any person 
denying, or intere'^^ted to deny his title to such character or right, 
and the Court may In its discretion make therein a declaration 
that he is so entitled, and the plaintiff need not in such suit ask 
for any further relief. 

Provided that no Court shall make any such declaration where 
the plaintiff being able to seek further relief than a mere 
declaration of title omits to do so/' 


On behalf of the defendant, reliance is placed upon a passage 
in the judgment of the Judicial Committee in Fischer v. Seerdary 
of State for India in Covncil^'^ to the effect that there can be no 
doubt as to the origin and purpose of section 42 that it was 
intended to introduce the provisions of section 60 of the Chancery 
Procedure Act of 1852 (15 and 16 Vic , c. 86) as interpreted by 
the Judicial decisions and that before the Act of 1862 it was not 
the practice of the Court in ordinary suits to make a declaration 
of right except as introductory to belief which it proceeded to 
administer. The Judicial Committee however in that case were 
not considering exhaustively the different cases in which 
declaratory decrees might be passed. 


It is contended on behalf of the plaintiff that he is a person 
entitled to a right to his Talukdari estate free from any claim to 
maintenance by or on behalf of the second defendant, and there- 
fore that the Court may, in its discretion, make a declaration in 
this suit that he is so entitled. 

f There can, we think, be no doubt that the assertion which 
, las been proved to have been made by the father of the first 
defendant with reference to the paternity of the second defend- 
^1^1, Eoay lead to serious consequences from the point of view of 

‘ (1893) li. B. 26 I, A. 27, 
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the plaintiff. It is well known that disputes often arise as to 
the true paternity of hoys who are put forward as heirs to 
Talukdari estates.’ )The prevalence of such disputes is illustrated 
by the letter of the Collector of Ahmedabad of the 9th of 
December 1897, Exhibit 131 in this case, where he calls attention 
to the desirability of Talukdars having their wives submitted to 
medical examination, when it is alleged that they are pregnant. 
It is not that such boys are often objected to as being bastards 
but as being supposititious sons of women who have never born 
sons. 

As a particular instance of the evil now under discussion, we 
may refer to a passage in the judgment of the Judicial Com- 
mittee in Cltandrasangji v. Moli where, with reference 

to a case of an alleged supposititious child of a TsJukdar, their 
Lordships observe : — “ The extraordinary length of time which 
was allowed to elapse after the 14th May 1883, the date upon 
which everything turns, and the 12th December 1894, when the 
present suit was filed, is also a circumstance jery adverse to the 
respondent. During all that interval, with the exception of a 
part of 1893 and 1894, when negotiations for a compromise were 
in progress, there was never a time at which proper steps might 
not, and ought not, to have been taken to secure a full trial of 
the question in issue j and that question is one which, .from its 
nature, specially required to be disposed of while the facts were 
fresh.'' 

It appears to us that having regard to the really serious nature 
of the question with which the plaintiff was faced as soon as 
the assertion was made that a son, not admitted by him, had been 
born to his wife, his contention as to his right under section 42 
of Jlie Specific Relief Act is perfectly reasonable and we hold 
that this suit is a suit which falls within the purview of 
section 42. 

The question then arises is whether the Court below in enter- 
taining the suit has exercised a proper discretion in the matter. 
On the one hand, it is extremely desirable that all evidence which 
inay be forthcoming with reference to the birth and paternity of 

, 1 1 ’ (I) (190S) 80 Bora. B23 al p 533. 
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the second defendant should be taken while it is still available. 
On the other hand^ we have to bear in mind the considerations 
stated as follows by Mr. Justice Joyce in W. R Marine Engineering 
Co* \\ Eeech Forge CoS^K In simple cases^ the mere fact that A 
is supposed to contemplate the bringing of an action against or 
that A may have stated that he has grounds for such an action^ 
does not entitle B to institute an action against A to have it 
declared that A has not a good cause of action against I think 
that is so whether the result depends merely upon questions of 
law or upon facts, as to which there would, or might, be a conflict of 
evidence and a protracted trial. Ordinarily, an intending plaintiff 
may postpone his action as long as he pleases at the risk of 
finding himself ultimately barred by some Statute of Limitations, 
and he may choose his own time for commencing proceedings. 
He is entitled to wait until he has collected the necessary evidence, 
or has made such inquiries as he thinks fit, or has obtained the 
requisite funds, or what not/** 


We do not think that in the present suit these considerations 
are of much force. For it is not the case here that the plaintiff 
is seeking prematurely to force his opponent's hand ; on the 
contrary the plaintiff’s own hand has been forced by the open 
assertion of a definite claim on behalf of the minor defendant, a 
claim which the plaintiff is entitled to repel now when the 
material evidence is obtainable. To hold that, although the suit 
is maintainable, the Court below wrongly exercised its discretion 
in granting the declaration sought amounts for practical purposes 
to holding that the plaintiff, openly threatened with this serious 
claim, is condemned to inactivity for, it may be, 20 or SO years, 
leaving it to the claimant to file his suit at such time as most 
assists him in taking the plaintiff at a disadvantage. The 
lrfefii 0 ?rks of the Judicial Committee which we have already quoted 
! how prejudicial to the plaintiff^s cause such inactivity 
be, and it is plain that every day during which the 
Remained quiescent under an adverse claim of this 
llfrbtiifi strengthen the case against Mm. 
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"We Lave noi; overlooked the fact that the second defendant is 
an infant of very tender years who was represented only by the 
OlEcial Nazir of the Court as his guardian, and we have considered 
whether it would not be best to reverse the decree under appeal 
and stay the suit with liberty to the plaintiff to apply for its 
removal from the Stayed List in the event of the second defendant 
setting up any claim based upon the allegation that he is the 
plaintiff-’s son. But having regard to all the circumstances and 
being of opinion that the lower Court has come to a correct 
conclusion upon the question of fact we think that our proper 
course is to affirm the decree. It is no longer the practice to 
stay suits against infants until they have attained full age, as it 
is generally considered that an infant’s case can be sufficiently 
placed before the Court by a duly constituted guardian. Such a 
guardian we have here, and though the whole of the ease for the 
defence is that which was put forward by the first defendant, 
that is a circumstance of no moment to the present argument. 
From the very nature of the ease the claim on behalf of the 
infant had to be put forward during his infancy, and the person 
best qualified to put it forward was the first defendant. In I'eality 
indeed it is as much her claim as his, and the record satisfies us 
that she has supported her pretensions with all the evidence 
procurable in that behalf. The plaintiff, being entitled to bring 
this suit, is entitled on the evidence to the decree made in his 
favour, and his rights are not to be curtailed by reason of the 
fact that the false claim made against him had to be made while 
the second defendant was yet an infant. Technically the infant 
has been duly represented ; substantially Lis case has been put 
before the Court fully and completely with all, even more than 
all— the evidence which could honestly be called in aid of it. In 
the interests of justice it is of the highest importance that 
claims of this character should be investigated and decided 
without unnecessary delay, and when the controversy has once 
been brought to trial the decision should ordinarily follow in the 
usual course. We do not find in this case sufficient reasons for 
upsetting the decision come to and suspending the whole dispute 
! ^definitely. 
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MucR reliance has been placed by the defendant's Counsel 
•upon the case of lool v. That, however, was a case in 

which no question arose as to the right of inheritance to an 
impartible and inalienable estate and the words of the Rules and 
Orders relied upon by the Master of the Rolls as indicating that 
no suit for a declaration of bastardy could be maintained, are 
not identical with the terms of section 42 of the Specific Relief 
Act. 

We aflSrm the decree of the lower Court and dismiss the 
appeal with costs. 

We order the appellant to pay the Court fees which would 
have been paid by him if he had not been permitted to appeal 
as a pauper* 

Decree affirmed. 

G. B, B. 


(1) (lOOd) Ir. Bep. 1 Oh. 434. 


APPELLATE CIVIL. 


Before Mr, Justice CJiandaimhar and Mf Justice Ueatop* 

NANABHAI BAJIBHAI PATEh (obictIstal LrirNDANr), Appellani, 
t?. THE COLLEGTOE OE IvAIRA akd otiieir Lboal REPBEsnH!JiAri\ es 
OP INAMDAR PANDUIUNG SADASHIV (oeiginal Plaiktipe), 
Eespondekt* 


Bombay Land Revenue Code {Bombay Act V of 1870 )^ sections 3 { 11 ) and 217 f — 
Survey settlement introduced into Inam village — Inamdm ’s name entered as 
BLhatedo^ — Permanent tenant of the Inamda} before the setUemeni^Inam” 
dar^s right to enhance rent. 


Section 217 of the Bombay Land Revenue Code (Bombay Act T of 1879) k 
nob lestricted in its application to registered occupants only: it invests ‘Hlio 
holders of ail lands ” in alienated villages with the same lights and imposes 


• i ' ^ ^ Second Appeal No. 186 of 1903. 

tun a« follows 

Mto or Icmdholder ” signifies the person in whom a right to 
on Ms own ncooiint> or wholly or partly M trust-. 
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upon them tiie same responsibilities lu lespect o£ the lands in their occupation 
that occupants in unalienated villages have. Kihabhai 

The term holdei' ” as defined in clause 1 1, section S of the Land Eeveiiue Bajibhai 

Codoj is ivide enough to include even a tenant who has entoied into possession Tuif 
under an occupant ConTSOTou 


Secokb appeal from the decision of L. P. Parekh, Judge of 
the Court of Small Causes at Ahmedahad with appellate powers, 
reversing the decree passed by M. N. Ohoksi, Subordinate Judge 
at Nadiad. 

Suit by an Tnamdar to recover enhanced rent from his tenant. 

The plaintiff, Pandurang Sadashivrao, as Tnamdar of the village 
of Manjipura in the Nadiad Taluka, was the grantee of the 
Royal share of revenue. At his request Government introduced 
survey settlement into the village, at which the plaintiff^s name 
was entered as Khatedar or registered occupant of the lands in 
the village, inclusive of the land in dispute. 

The defendant was the permanent tenant of the lands in 
dispute and was in possession long before the survey settlement 
was introduced. He used to pay Rs, 45-13-1 every year to the 
plaintiiS as rent. 

The plaintiff then enhanced the rent to Rs. 80; but the 
defendant declined to pay and contended that all he was liable 
to pay was the survey assessment under section 217 of the 
Bombay Land Revenue Code, 1879. 

The plaintiff filed a suit to recover the enhanced assessment 
from the defendant. The Court of first instance held that the 
plaintiff was not entitled to enhance the rent and dismissed the 
suit, 


auotlict persoB, or for a class of po-sous, or for the public j it includes a mortgagee 
vested witli a riglit to possossioB. 

217— When a survey settlement bas been introduced, under the provisions of thd 
last section or of any law for tbe time being in force, into m alienated village, the 
holders of all lands to which such settlement extends shall have the same rights and 
b© altectod by the same rosponsiMHtiea in respect of the lands m their occupation as 
octepahls in unahenafcod tillages ha\e or are affected by, under the provisions of 
|4hpto^%h.daillhe provisions of this Act relating to occupants and registered 
siliiill be applicable, so far as n ay ho, to them 
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On appeal, the lower Appellate Court held that the plaintiff 
was entitled to enhance the rent to a reasonable extent. It 
therefore, in recognition of plaintiffs right to enhance the rent, 
allowed an enhancement of 10 annas and 11 pies* 

The defendant appealed to the High Court. The Inanidar- 
plaintiff having died was represented by the Collector of Kaira. 

The appeal came up for hearing before a Bench composed of 
Kussell and Aston, JJ*, when their Loidships delivered the 
following interlocutory judgment on the Sth November 1905* 

EusseLL, J, ; — ^This is a suit by an Inamdar claiming the right 
to enhance the rent of the defendant, who has been held to be a 
permanent tenant. A similar point was lately discussed by this 
High Court in the ease of Majya v. BdhisJma Gangadhar^^^ • 
The judgment in that case lays down what are the essential 
issues to^be decided in a case of this nature. Inasmuch as 
findings on these issues have not been recorded by the learned 
Judge, it is impossible for this Court to pass any decree in this case. 


We accordingly remand this case to the lower Appellate 
Court for findings on the following issues . — 

(1) Was the Inam grant of the soil or of the Eoyal share of 
the levenue ? 


(2) Was the defendant, or any predecessor in title of his, in 
possession of the lands iiVsuit at or before the date of the grant 
in Inam under which the plaintiff claims ? 


(3) If so, was he in possession at that time as tenant of the 
person to whom the Inam grant was made, and had he Mirasi 
rights ? 

(4) Is it rent or assessment that is payable? 

(5) Has the plaintiff the right by virtue of usage or otherwise 
^ enhance as against the defendant ? 

ik ^’0) ft there is a right to enhance, then to what extent can the 
j^ment be made having regard (a) to the usage of the 
respect of land of the same description and tennre and 
^ ar|d equitable ? 

si,„ , 
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In addition we would add a further issue, viz, 

(7) Inasmuch as the learned Judge has found that the survey 
settlement has been introduced into this \illage, what effect, if 
any, will that have, having regard to section 217, Land Revenue 
Code, upon the plaintiff’s alleged right to enhance the defendant’s 
rent or assessment ’ 

Fresh evidence to be adduced if necessary. 

Findings to be returned in two months. 

The findings recorded on the issues were as follows : — 

(1) That the im'm, was the grant of the Royal share of revenue. 

(2) In the negative. 

(3) hTot necessary to decide. 

(4) It is the rent that is payable. 

(5) The plaintiff as owner has a right to enhance the rent as 
against the defendant. 

(6) That the rent can be enhanced to Rs. 46-8-0 only. 

(7) That the introduction of survey settlement in the village 
will have no effect on the light to enhance the defendant’s rent. 

The appeal came up for disposal before Chandavarkar and 
Heaton, JJ. 

L. A. Shah for the appellant : — 

The defendant, as permanent tenant, is a holder of the land 
in dispute (see section 3, clause 11 of the Bombay Land Revenue 
Code, 1879) ; and as such he is liable to pay only Government 
assessment under section 217 of the Code. The more fact that 
the Inamdar is the registered occupant makes no difference. 
The defendant is the bolder and as such he is entitled to the 
benefit of section 217. See also Surshangji v. 

G. 8. Bao, Government Pleader, for the respondent : — 

The applicability of section 217 is governed by the expression 

so far as may be ” which it contains. The Inamdar is the 

, ^i^Siiered occupant, and as such he is the “holder” within the 

illV' ' 

ill ' W (1800) 2 Bo». L, E. 855, 
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meaning of the section. His tenant — permanent or otherwise — is 
not a holder. If it were not so^ the result would be that a 
registered occupant cannot let out his land on any term he likesj 
which is not the case even in a Khaha village, 

J/. J, Shah^ in reply. ^ 


Chanbayabkab^ J. The respondent is Inamdar of the t 
village in which the land in dispute is situate and brought the 
suit out of which this appeal arises to recover enhanced rent. 
The appellant contested the claim on several grounds, one of 
whicbj material for the purposes of this appeal and decisive of 
the case^ was that he was entitled to the benefit of section 217 of 
the Land Revenue Code and liable to pay only the Government 
rate of assessment levied on the land. The lower Appellate 
Court has disallowed that defence on the ground that the 
appellant is not a registered occupant of the land. But section 217 
does not restrict its application to registered occupants only. 
It may be and indeed the lower Court finds that the appellant 
holds the land as a mere tenant under the Inamdar and that the 
latter has also acquired the right of occupancy. But section 217 
invests “ the holders of all lands in alienated villages with the 
same rights and imposes upon them the same responsibilities 
in respect of the lands in their occupation that occupants in 
unalienated villages have. ” Holder/’ as defined in clause 11 of 
section 3 of the Oodo, is wide enough to include even a tenant 
who has entered into possession under an occupant. 

It was urged for the respondent that by the concluding part 
of section 217 the legislature intended it to apply so far as 
may be/^ But those words are used of the latter part of the 
section only and do not, when grammatically read, operate to 
limit the plain language of the first part 


The decree must be reversed and the plaintiff must be given a 
.declaration that ho is entitled to recover from the defendant 
only the amount of assessment levied under the Land Revenue 
vCWe^f As the defendant admits the amount claimed, the claim 


K ht is also awarded, but this award shall be without 
: to the right declared by this decree. The respondents 


throughout. 
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HeatoX; J. j'-It is now established beyond coutioversy that 
the plaintiff is grantee only of the Iloyal share oi the re^^enue , 
that the defendant is a peimanent tenant tinder the plaintiff and 
that when the survey settlement was introduced into this 
village the Inaindai\rumc was enteied as Khatedar or registered 
occupant of the lands in suit. At that tmie however, as for long 
before and since, the actual occupant was the defendant or his 
piedecessor in title, who held as a peimanent tenant. That 
being so, how does section 217 of the Bombay Land Revenue 
Code operate in this case? In viitue of being a permanent 
tenant, the actual occupant at the date of the settlement was one 
'Cn whom a right to hold land is vested Therefore he was a 
^Hiolder within the meaning of that teim as used in the Land 
Revenue Code. Consequently he shall have the same rights 
and be affected by the same responsibilities m respect of the 
lands m his occupation as the occupants in unalienated villages/^ 
Therefore the defendant during the continuance of the settle- 
ment is only under an obligation to pay the survey assessment 
and no more. 
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The fact that at the time of the settlement the Inaradar’s name 
was entered as Khatedar does not seem to me to affect the ques- 
tion. The right to cultivate the land vested in the tenant and 
that right carried with it a right to hold <luring the continuance 
of the settlement at no higher rent than the surv ey assessment, 
IS soon as by the w ill of the Inamdar the settlement was intro- 
duced. 


That is sufficient in my opinion for the decision in the case 
iiid therefore it is unnecessary to e’^press any opinion on the 
other inieiesting point in the case : whether after the earlier 

litigation evidenced by exhibits 61 and 62 it was open to the 
Courts to find on the evidence that the defendant or his 
predecessor in title was not in possession of the lands in suit, at 
or before the date of the grant in inam. 

Therefore I agree with the ordei proposed by my learned 

oqlleaguet 

Decree teven&h 
H K 
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> AB’StTM.WHT-^WagJng of war Seel iHon --Lilian Feml Code (Act XLV of I860)} 

107, 108, 121, mi. 

Bee Penal Code «i« *•• tit 804i 


ABKAEI ACT (BOMBAY) (BOM. ACT Y OP 1878), secs. 43 (5), ' 

Illegal possession — Bemoval — Transportation of eoeaine.'] Accused Ho, 1 who 
was lllegallj in possession of cocaine brought it from his room and gave it to 
accused Ho. 2 who stood opposite his house. The latter carried it to some 
distance and delivered to a Pnrdeshi. The^ two accused were, under these 
circumstances, charged with transporting cocaine, an offence punishable under 
^ section 43 (5) of the Bombay AbkAri Act, 1878.^ The Magistrate, however, 
"'"aC|uitted them of the offences and convicted them of illegal possession of cocaine, 

"A under section 47 of the Act. Against this order of acquittal, the Public Prose* 
cutor appealed to the High Court : 

Meldj that the Magistrate was right in declining to^ convict the accused under 
section 43 (p) of the Bombay Abkdri Act, 1878, inasmuch as the accused's 
offence consisted not in moving the cocaine from one place to another, but in 
the unauthorised possession of it at any place in contravention of the Act, 

Section 43, clause (6), seems to contemplate rather the case of a person who 
is in lawful possession of cocaine at one place, but is by law forbidden to remove 
it either partly or wholly to another place, 

Umeekob h, Balvantbao Ananteao ... (1910) 34 Bom. 342 

ACCOUHT — Decree — Execution of decree — Bidt for redemptioth — Taking of accounts 
under the Dekkhan Agrleulkmsts* Belief Act {XVII (f lB79)’-^EesuU of 
account showing that mortgagee overpaid himself from rents and profits^ 
Mo'ilgagee's right to eccecuie decree fo^ reyii. 

Bee Dbceee ... ... «•* *** 260 

, SUIT fOR^^Delckhan Agncultmsis’ Belief Act {ZVII of 1879), 
it see* 2, cL Amending Act (XX III of IBSI) --Batn&giri District-^ Mortgage 
0/ ISSl-^Agrictdturisk 

See Bekehan AoBicniiWaiSTs' Belief Acr ... ... ... 161 


I D ekhhan Agriculturists' Belief Act (XVII of 1879), 

s$c$ IIB, cl* Z-^Buit % mortgagor for account -‘Application for reden^tion 
decree in appeal^^Bedemption decree passed hg Court in appeal-^Decree in the 
mU-^Iniorpretation* 

Bee Dekkhan AouiouLTUEisrs’ Belief Aci? «»« *»« 1S8 


ACOOUJSTS— partnership accounts — imitation Act (JX of 1908), Art. 106 


See LijflTAWoiir Ac® (IX of 1908), Abi. lOS 
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ACOESED, STATEMENTS BY — Criminal Procedure Code (Act V of 1898), sees^ 
l62y2BB‘-^IndianUJmdemeAct{IoflS^2), secs. 21, 157 — Midence — Admlssi^ 
hlit^ of evidence^ — Statements made hy tintmssfoPohce and Panch-- Statements 
made hy the witness as aecmed hefore the Committing Magistrate — TFitness 
deposing to different story before the Sessions Court ’-‘Gorroloratlon of the 
depositton hefore the Committing Magistrate hy statements made hefore the 
FoUce and the Fanch — Investigating Police Office r-^Pepontion of m to 
statements made hy witnesses to him — Pxami nation- in-^cImf—Fraotiee and 
procedure* 

See GBiMiNAL Peocedube Code (Act V oe 1898), SECfi. 102, 288 ... 599 

ACTIONS PX CONTBAOTU AND ACTIONS BX DBLICTO-^Cml Piocedure 
Code (Aet V of 1908), secs* 2 (17), B^--PuhUc Offmr-^Smt against public 
officer-- Notice of claim necessary — Cantonment Committee is public ofcer — 
Cantonments Act (XIII if 1889),_5e<5. 80 applies to actions ex delicto and not to 
actions ex contractu. 


See Oantonmehts Act (XIII or 1889), sec. 80 


ACTS:- 


1840---Y. 

See Cub4.toe’s Act 
18il-XIX, Secs. 3,4,14 
See Cobator’s Act 
1852-XI. 

See Bevende Jubtsdictiok Act ... 

1859- VIII, Sec. 15. 

See CiTiE Pboceditbe Code (Act VIII or 1B59), Sro. 15 
180O-XEY, Secs. 107, 108, 121, 124^. 

See Penad Code 

1860- XLV, Sec. 329. 

Bee Cbimij?-al Pboceddre Code 

1860— XL V, Secs. 511, lUA* 

iSci? Pehad Code ,,, 

iLsoi^IIi Secs* 8 akd 15. 

See Adek Act 

I4f i4WP-*"X, Sec* 187. 

J BxTCGEssioisr Act 

250 . 
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. 115 

... 232 

... cro 

... 391 

... 820 
... 378 
... 267 
... 506 
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ACTS — conimuech 

1870““XXf5 Secs* 2 5. 

^6<?IIirotr Wii,i,s Act 

1871 - ™-XXIII, Secs« 6, IL 

See PEJTsi02fs Act »<» 

1872 — Ij Sues# 21, 15L 

Eyidehce Act 
1872 — I, Sec 92. 

/See EviBriTCE Aci 
1872— I, Sic. 115. 

See E-vibence Act (I oi 1872 ), Sec. 115 
1872 — IX, Secs. 39> 78, 120, 

See Contract Act ,t» 

1872 — IX, Sec. 57. 

CoNTBiCT Act 
1872 -IX, Sec. 93. 

/S'ee JuEisBicTiON 
1872 — IX, Secs 215, 216. 

/S'ee Contract Act 
1874-11 , Sec. 86. 

See Abminisiratob GcNER\r7'^ Act 

1876 — X Sec. 4, SUB-SEC. (a). 

See Eemnut Jurisdiction Act 

1877— 1 , Sec. 42, 
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... 175 
.•« 509 

... 59 
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*t. 192 

*#t 519 
... 13 
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503 
... 282 


See Specieic EcLiBi AcTj Sec. 42 .** ... 676 

1877—1 , Sec. 45. 

See SPEciric liiEiEr Acrr, Sec. 45 .»* ... 650 

1877 — III, Sec. 17. 

Transteb OE Peopebty Act «« ... 287 

1877 --III, Secs 17 and 49. 

See BraisiRATioy Act ... »f* * • 202 

187 ?— XV, Secs. 5 and 7. 

iSeeLiMiuiioN Acx ... ... ... ... 68& 

18?7 — XV, Seo. 8, SoH. II, Aet 179, Exra. 1. 

See Limiiation Aoi (XV OE 1877 ), Sec. 8 , Sch, II, Aiii'. 179 , Exjpd. I m 
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1877—XY, Secs, 22, 28. 

^ee Limitai?iok A ct 
1877-XY,Sch.IJ,Akt.I20. 
r See Limitatiok Act ... 

1877-XY, Sch. II, Aets. 131, 62. 

See Limitation Act 
1877--XY, Art, 179. 

Limitation Act 
18'7T— ‘XY, Art. 179, cii. 4. 

See Limitation Act 
1879-XYII. 

Bee Dicbee ... 

1879--XVII, Sec. 2. 

See Pekkhan Aoeicultorists’ Eeliee Act 
1879--XYIT, Sec. 2, cl. 2. 

See Dekkhan Agriculturists^ Belief Act 
1S79-^XYIT, Sec. 12. 

See Dekkhan Agbigultubists' Belief Act 
1879-XYIT, Secs. 12 and 13, 

See Dekkhan Agbicultueists’ Belief Act 
1879-XYn, Sec. 151), cl. 8. 

Bee Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belike Act 
,1881--Y, Bm * 81. 

Bee Prorate and Administration Act 
ISSl^XXIIL 

See Dekkhan Agbicultueists’ Belief Act 
1882—11, Secs. 5 and 6» ■ 

; i5'ee Trusts Act 
1882— lY, Sec. 43. 

Transfer of Fbopertx 
S i'C.' 54. 

OF Peoterty Act 
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kens’-- contimied* 
i882™lY, Sec, 67* 

See TRAi^gFEii OF Property Act 


Page 

»*♦ 462 

1882-»IY, Sec, 85. 

Bee Teansfer of Fsopertt Act 


354 

1882— IV, Sec, 90. 

Bee Transfer of Property Act 


... 540 

1882-VI, Secs, 128, 129, 130 and 131, 

/S'eje Indian Companies Act 

**• 

533 

1882-XIY. 

See Civil Procedure Code 


250 

1882-«XIY, Sec. 13. 

See Ees judicata 


... 416 

1882— XIY, Sec. 31. 

See Limitation Act 


*»♦ 91 

1882 —XIY, Secs. 43 and 50. 

See CiyiL Procedure Code 

tg« 

♦•t 540 

1882— XIY, Secs. 235, 320, 

Bee Civil Procedure Code 


•*« 142 

1882— XIY, Secs. 244, 252, 647* 

See Civil Procedure Code ... 


546 

1882-XIY, Sec. 375. 

Bee Civil Procedure Code 


502 

1882-XIY, Sec. 551. 

See Civil-Procedure Code «, 

tVB 

... 267 

1882— XY, Sec, 22. 

See Presidency Small Cause Courts Act - ... 

««« 

... 13 

1882-XY, Secs. 37, 38. 

See Presidency Small Cause Courts Act 


316 

1887_YII, Sec. 8. 

See Jurisdiction 


267 

1887— TII, Sec. 11. 

See Eestitution of Oonjuoal Eights 

«»» 

... 236 

18B7*— IX, Secs. 6, 27, 32, Sen. II, cls. 2 and 3, 

See Provincial Small Cause Courts Act 
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1889— Xni, Sec 80. 

See C^KTOKMENTs Acr i*. 

]800-~Yin, Sec. 9. 

GtTAEBiAHS AND Wards Aci 
1880— IX, Slc. 7 

See Kahways Aci 
1894-1. 

See L\kd AcQiJi&moK Act (I or 189]-) 

1894-1, Sec. 18. 

See Lato Acquisition Act 
1898— V, Secs 109, 123, 397. 

See Criminal ProcuDurE Codl 
1898— y, Secs 162, 288 

See Criminal Procedure Codl ,,, 

1898— V, Sec. 195. 

See Criminal Procldurl Codl 
1898— y, Secs. 195, 478. 

See Criminal Procedure Code „ 

1898— y, Sec. 435. 

See High Court ... , 

1899— IX, Sec. 19. 

^ ^eeARlITE^ON ... 

1903— y, Srcs 2 (17), 80. 

See Civil Pbociduee Cole (Act Y or 1008), Sics 2 (17), 1 
1D08-Y, Sec. 11. 

1^ See Civil Procedui j Code (Act Y or 1908), Sec. 11 

C?:viL Proobdure Codl 

3S, Oedlb 20, Bulbs 6 and 7. 

Pro oedurjb Code „ 


. 121 


... 326 


... w99 


*tf 88 


.. 378 


... 267 


ijiir 



aiNEEAL mmx. 


AOTB---eo7itmdecI^ 

190S~^V, Beo. 15L 

A^ee C4STE-QtJESTI0Nb^ J0BIM’)ICTT Of OlVTI COUBT', l\ *•* 

190S— Y, Sec. 15^ 

/S'esOiviii PBocEBErE Code 
1Q08--V, o. I, r. a , 0 . IT, k. 3. 

See CiviE PEOcrDFEE Codf , **, 

1903— Y, Oedeu I, Euie 8. 

See CiMD PEocEDDrE Code (Act Y or 1903) *«• *frft 

1^08— V, Oedfu I, Rule 9 

LniiTziTioN Act ... ... 

1908 -Y, Oedeb XXirtll, Rubes 1, 2 aitb 5 

A^ee Civil Pbogedube Code (ici V of 19D3), Obdeb XKXIIT, Rules h 
2 iND 5 ... 

1908-YII, Beo. 3. 

See Xewspapfu (Incitiments to OrrsNCEs) Acj ... 

1908-IX, Sec. 7. 

See Limitation Act (TX of 1908), S* c 7 .. . ... 

190S-IX, Aet. 1C6. 

See Limitation Act ... ... ... 

ACrS (BOMBAY) 

1827—11, Sec. 21. 

See Oaste-(^uestion . 

182T-Y, Beo.XV,cl.3 

See Bombay Regulation ... . ... 

1827-XYL 

See Tsanspee or Pbopeety Act ... ... .. ..i 

1852-XI. 

See Shetsahadi Lands »»« . » «.« ««. .«« 

1869-XIV, Sec. 24. 

See KssTiTCnoH or Conjuoal Bishts ... 

1869-XIV,Paet V. 

See Oxtie Cofbts Act (XIV oe 1869), Pact V 

1874-111, Secs 25, 36. 

See Hbrediiabt Opeicbs Act 
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ACTS (BOMBkJ)-^connmed, 

1878 — V, Secs* 43 {/j), 47. 

See Bombay Abkaei Act 

1879— V, Secs. 3 (II) anb 217. 


r.iga 


3U 


Bee Jjxm Beteebe 
AKB 217 


Code (Bom. Act Y OB' 1879 )^ Secs* Z (11) 


m 


1879- 


1888- 


1888- 


-V, Sec. 48, 

Bombay Lastb Eevenue Code ... 239 

1888- III, Secs. 33 akd 34 

^^eBoMBAxMxTHiciPAii Act, Secs. 33 ani)31 ... . ...959 

1888-III,Sec* 25U. 

Bombay Municipal Aci ... ... ... ...496 

-III, Sec. 805. 

Bee Bombay MumoiPAU Act *•« ... «•« 593 

-III, Sec. 377. 

g<?<? Bombay Municipal Act ... .,,346 

1888—111, Secs, 390. 

Bombay Municipal Act .« ... ,.,844 

1888— m, Sio. 394. 

Bombay Municipal Act ... ... W 2 

1688— YI, Secs. 28, 29B and %9E. 

Bee Gujabax Talukdaes’ Act •*. *•# «*• 142 

1^-vr, s«c. 31. 

See TaIiUKPAEs’ (Gctjasaih) Act *** «•« «•* ... 55 

AI>EN act (II OF 1864), secs. Sand U--OouHfees A[cjf (F/Io/ 1870), 7, 

mh^see* A'^els^ (e) and id)^Suits VdLmtion Act {VII of 1887), sec. B-^Cml 
Procedure Code (Act XJTV of lSS2)t sec, 551 — Civil Procedure Code {Act V of 
1908), sec. 115 — Valmtionfor the 'purjposes of Court fees and jurisdiction^ Suit 
‘'eelaration and injunction — Mejection of plaint ojt not pro]^erly stamped — 
-^^A^^UcoMon to state a ease to Mtgh Court — Summary dismissal of 
T Application f^ revisian — Jurisdiction,} Tiie plainti^ brought a suit 
/illbe CoBjft ol the Assistaut Eesideiit at Adea for a declaration of bexrsHp and 
')^l^4;l5iJife'!bL|iinotioa witb^ reference to certain property of the value of upwards 

being for declaration and injunction was, under the provi- 
0p|4 pdurt-fees Act (YII of 1870)^ seobion 7, suh-section 4, clauses (c) and 
plaintiff at Bs. 130 upon which the prescribed Court-fee stamp 
TBc A^jistant Resident rejected the plam on the ground that 
' llt^mped. 

Resident the plaintiff appealed to the 
;^|fe^233f||feptoiber 1908 presented an applk^n 

ease: to the High Court- 

i Isllliiy !l i S'i ^ £il 5 i P H ' ■ I M f 1 1 1 H 





QMjBBAL INDEX 


ix 


upon oerfcaiii (iitesfcions specified ie tlie application. The Befcident, fifowem% on 
the next day, that ig, on the 2ith September summarily dismissed the appeal 
tinder section 551 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act XI V of 1883). The 
Judgment dismissing the appeal was read out to the pUmtilf on the 7th October 
ioiiowing, when she attended the Court. 

The plaintiff, thereupon, preferred an application for revision to the High 
Court praying that the order dismissing the appeal might he quashed and that 
the Besident be required to state a case. 

A question having arisen as to whether the High Gout had jurisdiction to 
interfere m revision with any order passed by the Besident in the exercise of 
liis Civil jurisdiction under the Aden Act (II of 186-1), 

Seldi that with regaid to questions which might arise regarding cases to be 
stated by the Resident for the decision of the High Court under the provisions 
of section 8 of the Aden Act (II of 1861) the Pi,esiaent*s Court is subordinate to 
the High Court. 

Under section 15 of the Aden Act (II of 1864) as the Court of the Resident 
is to be guided by the spirit and principle of the laws and regulations in force 
in the Presidency of Bombay and administered in the Courts of that Presidency 
not established by Royal Oharijer and m the High Court in the exercise of its 
Jurisdiction as a Court of Appeal from those Courts, the provisions of the Suits 
Valuation Act (VII of 1887) are ‘ the law for the time being for the va,!uafciOu 
of claims ’ in the Courts of the Resident of Aden. 

Rdd^ fuither, that the plaintifE's claim being valued at Rs. 180 according to 
the law for the valuation of claims for the time being m force and according to 
the rulings of the Bombay High Court, it did not fulfil the requirements of 
section 8 of the Aden Act (II of 1864) so as to give the plaintiif a right to 
demand the statement of the case upon any question of fact or law arising 
in the suit. ” 


Rhimbai Jamaubhoy V . Miriaac Binte Abdub (1909) 34 Bom* 267 


AD JO STM]ENT"~"Cwi/ ]Py*oo6diiT6 Ood6 AW of 1882), scg, 

or papmnt of decree — Adjustment not oertijled to the Court — Becree^holder 
acting 'upon the adjustment and receiving money — Application to exemte the 
decree— ‘Estoppel hg conduct — Indian Emdence Act (I of 187 2), sec, 115. 

Eee Civil Pbooedubb Com (Act XIV of 1883), sec. B58 675 

ADMINISTRATOR-CENEEAL’S ACT (II OP 1874), sec . Se-^Mmdu WMU la ' 
(XXJ of 1870), secs, 2 ated o— -Indian Succession Acs (X of 1865), see» I87— 

Will made in Bomhag—Fropertg worth less than Bs* 1,COO — Frohate^-^ 
Administrator- General's certifcaieJ} A will made in Bombay is subject to tbe 
provisions of the Hindu Wills Act (XXI of 1870) and a person claiming a 
^ legatee under the will is not entitled to sue without taking out probate ae he 
would he bound by sec* 187 of the Indian Succession Act (X of 1865) wMoh is 
incorporated in the Hindu Wills Act (XXI of 1870). 


4lj 


The provision of the Administrator- G-eneraFs Act (II of 1874) is not afeoted 
by the Incorporation in the Hindu Wills Act (XXI of 1870) of sec. 187 of the 
Indian Succession Act (X of 1865). 


” NABAYAif V, PAUJOpBAiTo B4pny| 

134—3 
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ABMIMSTRATIOF SUIT — Civil Froeedure Code (Acl V o/ l908), s&o. 33 Order 
XX, Btdes 6 and 7 — Mndincfojt a suhsiantial question of right betioeen parties — 
Appointment of receivers -^Finding^^Feoree -^Appeal. 

See Oira Pbocebuee Cobb ♦. 182 


' I — * — Praetice— Civil Froeedure Code (Act Y of ^1908), 

Orderly FvZe 8 — Smt Med hy plaintiff representing body of creditors—^ 
Application to he made party *1 Wheie a suit lias been filed on be- 
half of a body of persons and an individnal membei of that body applies to be made 
party, he must show that his interests will be seriously prejudiced if he is not 
allowed to come in. He must show that the condnct of the suit is not in proper 
hands, or that action prejudicial to his interest is being taken by those who 
purport to represent him. 

In an administration suit it is extremely nndesiiable that individnal creditors 
should be added as parties unless they show some very strong reason. The 
•willingnesa of the applicants to hear their own costs does not counterbalance the 
delay caused by the addition of a pax’ty and the consequent increase in the costs 
of other parties. 

Vassonji Teicitmji & Co V . Esmailbeai Shivjti (1909) 34 Bom. 420 


ABOPTIOJJT — Law — Mother's sister's son also father’s brother's 

The adoption of a inothei’s sistei*s son is invalid, even though he may also 
happen to be father’s brothei*s son. 

The proliibitfon against the adoption of a sister’s son, a daughter’s son and a 
paiother’s sister’s son is general, and not coiirined solely to persons who are 
neither Sapindas nor Sagotias. 

Mamchandra v Copal (1908) 32 Bom, 619, followed, 

WaLBAI V . IICEUBAI ••• (1909) 34 Bom. 491 

ADTBBSE FOBSlS.^BlOlS'^Saranjam — Inam^Clalm to hold as Mirasi tenant-^ 

, £^U$d interest'] Where in an ejectment suit by an Inamdar it was showii 

Ipat the defendants, for more than twelve ye^rs before the suit, openly asserted 
iheir claim to hold as permanent Mirasi tenants, 

MMt that the defendants had acquired a title to the limited interest claimed 
^ by them and could not be ejected. 

Teimbak Bamchandha V* Shekh Gtjlaw 2ilani ... (1909) 34 Bom. 329 


.GRIOULTUBIST— Agriculturists' Belief Act {Xtll o/lB79), 2, 

^ ^^2 — Amending Act {XX III of l%'il)'^Batndgin District’— Mortgage ofl^Bl^ 
mcomt 

See Dekkhae Agricubtubists’ Relief Aci *•* ... 161 




-By widow — Consent hy the body of reversioners-^ Transfer for legal 
5 , ^Transoetion for consideration — Gift — Partial reliT^idshment by 
Lem.] The general principle which prohibits a Hindu widew^ 
immoveable property otherwise than for legal necessity is relaxed in 
1:^ consent of the whole body of persons constituting the next 
The reason for the relaxation is referred to the 
i^of the j^reons who woMd be iuterested in disputing 

made for jusffjing 

sJf . ' h. ^ 
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Bajmngi Bingh v» ManoTcarniJca Bahluh Singh (1907) 30 All 1 tod Vimmk 
V. G-ovind (1900) 25 Bom, 129, followed. 

^ Tlie operation of tlte principle is ordinarily limited to transfers for considera- 
tion and cannot be extexided to \olnntary transfers by way of gif t wliere there 
is no room for the theory of legal necessity. It should not be extended to cases 
where the widow has made only a partial relinquishment of the estate. 

PiLXJ -y. Babaji ... (1909) 34 Bom. 165 

AMENDMENT OB PLAINT— ham io miend plaint after a/rgu^ 
menU heard in appeal disallowed ] After arguments in appeal have been heard 
the Conrt will not allow an amendment ot the plaint so as to convert a snit of 
one character into a suit of a siihstantially different character. 

Bayabai V, Haji Noor Mahomed... **• ••• (1908) 34 Bom. 244 

■ — — Qiml JProGedure Code {Act XIV o/1882) — Amend- 

ment of plaint by referring to document not included in list of documents relied 
on ] At the hearing of a suit brought by the plaintiff for the recovery of a sum 
due at the foot oi an account the defendant raised a plea of limitation. The 
plaintiff thereupon applied for leave to amend his plaint by setting out an 
acknowledgement in writing signed by the defendant within the period of 
limitation The lower Court refused the application. 

On appeal : — 

Held^ that the amendment should have been allowed. 

GuOTAn Bhawajx t). Makanji Khoosalchand ... <1909) 34 Bom, 260 


— Oknl Troccdure Code {Act XIV of 1882), sec. 31— 

Civil Procedure Code {Act V o/* 1908), Order J, Pule B^Zands attached to 
vatan — Joint owners- — Lca&e-— Lease good till the death of the surviving Joint 
owner-^Gofdon Settlement q/‘I8Gi — Suit by representatives of one joint otoner to 
recover possession — Mepresentatives of the other joint owner joined as oo*defend- 
ants with the representatives of the lessee — Plaintiffs^ claim alloxoedto the extent 
of their share--— Limitation — Treatment of eo-defendants as co-plaintiffs— Zimita* 
tion Act {XV of m% secs. 22, 28. 

See LiMiTAtriOH Aor HI t». *•* 91 


ANVABHEYA — Siridhan — Succession— Sons and daughters ^ succeed eguMy^ 
Among daughters unmanned have preferotce—Mayulcha — Eindu Law. 

See Hihdu Law .f* ... «•* ««« 385 

STBIBHAN — Mlud u Zaw —MUahhaTa — Mayuhha—MamatJds-^ 

Law governing KamatMs who live in Bombay— Preference between husband and 
son horn of adtdt&rous intercourse — Sliiidras—Porms of marriage— Presumption 
m ioform 

NccHiifBuLAW Mt *♦. *•* «** 553 


APPEAL — declaration and InJ unction— BejecHon of plaint as not properly 
stamped— Application to state a case^ U High Court—Simmary dismissal of 
appeal-*^ Jppliecdkn. for revision — Jmdsdiction. 

See SxtmMmo^s! ... ... ... ^ W 
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kVFRAl^Provmeial Small Cause Courts Act (IX of 1887), secs. 16, 27, 82, 

Sch. JI, els* (2) omd &) — Suit for the reco^oery of certain sum representma a 
share in tU produce of immoveable property— -Coynimnee by the Court of Small 
Causes — Decree final— JurisdictioQi hy consent o/ parties, 

/S'eePEoviN'ciAL Sm A ll. Cause CounTS Aca? ... 171 

r" Order of Judge refusing to decide whether arhitrators are going beyond 

scope of their authority— Judgment— Construction of suhnission to arbitration — 
Letters Patent^ 1866, ch 16.' 

See Lettees Patent ♦*. ... ... i 

••• X 

—— ••^GivU Procedme Code (Aet Fo/1908), sec. 33, Order XX, Uides 6 and 1— 
Administration suit — Finding on a substantial question of right between 
parties— Appointment of receivers— Finding— Decree. ^ - 

fe Civil Peocedttbe Code ' ... ... .^•182 

APPLICATION, TIME OP, TO JOIN PTJBTHEE CAUSE OP ACTION-Le^ar^ 
^tent, els. 12 and 14 — Cause of action arising paHlg within iurisdiction— 
Further cause of action arising loholly outside jurisdiction — Joinder, 

Letters Patent, CLAUSES 12 AND 14 ... .,.664 

A.W^TT^XIIO'E'—F^rencd by parties to a suib — Application to’ stay proceedings 

Arbitration Act {IX o/1899), 19.] Section 19 of the Arbitmtion Act only 

applies where there has been a submission to arbitration before the commence- 
. ment of legal proceedings. 

Famjidas Poddar v. Mowse (1907) 35 Cal. 199, followed. 

Pebuei Sueyanaeayan & Co. V, Gullapudi Chinna ... (1909) 34 Bom. 873 

made subject to rules of Bice Merchants Associa- 

tionr-^cov^vng junsdwUon of Court (flaw— Buie providing for fixing vaida 
Tlfl °f O’fertaining differences in ease o/ nonfulfilmmt of 
tm^ct—Butf by buyer for damages for ncn-delivet'y~Plea that no damages 
; u recoverable hamng regard to rate Jixed-Allegation by plaintiff that rate fixed 

Mos ned bindirm m as much as the rales were not observed — Construction of rules 

• Prvnetpiu and ag&nt—Agerdfs power to bind his principal to arHtraiion— Indian 
Contr<wtAi^gx of 18 ^), sec. 93 — SaW^Tender—Suit- cognizable by Small 
Causes Court brought in High CtMrt— Nonjoinder— Premice— Jurisdiction. 

^ee JuExsDiCTioN 

P i ■ !L ti 7 Pateni, 1865, cl. lb— Order of Judge refusing to decide 

-Is, ■ -aMher arUtr^ors are going beyond scope qf their aidhority— Judgment— 
J^r^iJ&i^pf^n^wdionjfjubimssion to arUtredion— Insurance against fire— 

}oss:] An order of a Judge dism&ing apeti- 
^bmisMOu to arbtotion on the ground thS the axMtrL/^ 

a. judgment within the meaning of 
®^®^ appealable.' Such an order wm- 
submit to the jmisdiction of arbitrators, though he domnlaihs 
^^S^^i^i^aurisiction. existe. Jt, decides a question of right, namely, wlmther 
S to arbitration deprived of his right at 

tbs dispute decided in toe ordinary Ly in ^ourt f Lw! 

R es^ercise of discretipn, 

H WimsShc^ W tWtoatimj'-.is : bang con- ^ 

1 submiasion to arhiteatioin 
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wHck tlie submissioE rela-tes decided bj a Com*t of law. It must therefore 
appear clearly from the terms of the submission that with reference to any point 
the party has so deprived himself. 

The loss or damage by fire which is insiired against in a policy of insnrance 
cannot include loss caused hy deterioration of the property insured consequent 
on neglect (if any) of the Insurance Companies to take care of it if they have 
taken possession. A loss so caused is not an inevitable or direct consequence of 
the mischief by fire. It is only ^where mischief arises from fire (in fire insur- 
ance cases) and from perils of the sea (in marine insurpee cases) and the 
natural and almost inevitable consequence of that mischief is to create further 
mischievous results that underwriters become responsible for the further mischief 
so incurred. 

Montoya v. London Assumnoe Company (1851) 6 Ex. 451 at p. 458? referred to. 

The fact that a petition hy nineteen difierent Companies was not signed by 
all the nineteen Companies, and that the appeal from the order of the Judge 
dismissing the petition was by but one of tbe nineteen Companies, and the other 
Companies were not parties to it; would have required serious consideration if the 
Court had to revoke the submission to arbitration, but when the order which tire 
Court passes is only an intimation to the arbitrators of its opinion on the question 
of their jurisdiction it is immaterial whether all or some of the Companies are 
formally parties to the proceedings in appeal. 

As to the objection that even so far as the petition is hy one Company, it is ^ - 
signed by one of its officers without any authorisation as required hy law, the 
defect is a mere irregularity which can be cuiTed,^ if necessary, by the Company 
putting in a power of attorney showing the authority given to a signatory. 

Per Batohelok, J. : — The loss insured against is limited to the loss by fire 
(which includes the loss by water in extinguishing the fire) and cannot con- 
veniently embrace all possible damages, however remote, which could by 
ingenuity be traced up to some connection with the fire as the ultimate causa 
sine qua non* It is impossible to hold that damages arising from the alleged 
negligence of Insurance Companies while in possession are properly claimable 
hi pursuance of the contract of insurance, for whereas this contract refers only 
to loss by fire, those damages would arise from an origin totally diffierent and 
wholly distinct and separable from the fire, namely, a neglect of some duty 
imposed on the companies after the loss hy fire or water had become an accom- 
plished fact. 

ArniS AssxjRAifCE Compaot; Limited, v . Ahsibdbhoy IlABiBBEoy 

(1908) 34 Bom. 1 

ASBESSMENT*^Pa7i3?/iit?i5^o?i of assessment m lieu of semces rendered or to he 
rendered — Document graiiting exemptio7i noi stamped or regisietedi 

Tbanseeb OP Brobeety Acr .*o ... 287 

LANB— app^^opriatedfor agricultural ptirposes-Speeial 
user of land by stacking thereon timber in fair season — Dombay Land Mevenue 
Code {Bom, Act V of 1879), sec, 48 — Oonstmctmi of Statute. 

iS'oc Bombay Laisd Eevekue Code ,..239 

AWlOJLMMm— Civil Froeediire Code (Act V of 1908)-~Pecm ef Small Cause 
Cowrt — Afoney lying in deposit in the Court of the Jd'irst Class Subordinate 
Judge — Aita>ehment and recovery of money in exeevdion of the Small Cause Court 
decree^SuU in the Court of the First Class Subordinate Judge for a declaration 
that the attachment ivas invalid and for refund of money — Decree accordingly-^ , 

Froceedinys in the Small Cause Court and order for refund by that Court-* 
Order not sustainable, . ^ , 

Bee Civin Bbocedtoe Code , l-gg; 
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AUOTION-PUECEASIE— aw :PtQcedwe Code {Act ZlVof 1882), sms. 244, 252, 
'-^Decree — Exi^cntion — Legal representatives of the ^udgment-dehtor hrougM 
on 9 mord^ Dispute as to properfg — Legal representatives should put forward 
their claim under sec. 244“-5%el/ cannot raise the defense in a separate suit for 
possession by auetion-purchmer — Auction-purs Aaser not a stranger. 

See QiriJt Peoobbuee Cobb (Act XIT or 1882), secs. 244, 252, 647 ... 546 

AWAED — Famllg property -^Division imder an award — jSoim of residence — 
Lrohihition of sale by a co^sharer of his portion to an outsider — Pre-emption^ 
ConstTmtion^Court-sode — Prohihition not effeoiive. 

See Fbe-bkptiost ••• * *»• ... 567 

AYYA — Begtdation II of sec 21-^Caste-quesUon — Oiml Court ^urudMion---^ 

Suit to he declared Ayya of Miremath and to restiain defendant from so styling 
himself % 

005 EeouIiATion II OB 1827 ... ••• ...455 

BIDE Of LADING’, PLEDGEl OF — Stoppage in transitu — Ultimate destination 
of goods — Duration of transit — Measure of damages — Sale of Goods Act (56 and 
5? F»c., 0. 71), secs. 45 and 47. 

See Bale op Goods Act (56 and 57 Yic., c 71), secs. 45 and 47 640 

BOMBAY ABKAftI ACT (BOM? ACT V OF 1878), secs. 43 (5), 47—aoeaim~ 

« Illegal possession'-^Memoml — Transportation of cocaine^ 

050 Abkaei Act (Bombai) .«• ... ... ...342 

a ct XI OF 1852 — Bhetsanadi lands — Pules framed under Act XJ of 

[ 1852, {Bombay) — Government continuing the shetsanadi lands to the family of the 

shetsanadi who is ducharged by Government loithout my fault on hspart — 

^ Continuance on condition of paying full survey assessment on the lands — Suhse* 
quent resumption of the lands by Government ] On tlie death in 1865 of the then 
shstsamdii one B, Government appointed one Y as the new shetsanadi i but 
Tinder the rules framed under Bombay Act XI of 1852, Government continued 
the shetsamadi lands to the family of B on condition of their paying full survey 
J on the lands* The lemuiieration of Y was made payable out of the 

^ ' 4 isseetment recovexed in 1905. Government resumed the lands and handed 
lp\, ibehi bVer to Y for his seiwices. 

I ^ tfat both tbe order passed in 1865 and the action taken under the rule 

framed under Bombay Act XI of 1852 had in Im the effect of converting the 
land from a shetsanadi vatan into a rayatwari holding and investing the holder 
of the land with the rights of an ordinary occupant, entitled to it, so long as he 
4 paid the survey assessment. 

; ^ Peldy also, that the proceedings of 1905 were on the supi3osition that what 

f done in 1865 on Bs death had the effect of continuing the lands in dispute 

^e reserved for shetsanadi service ; but that was not its effect, and the 

K pjeiceBdiugs in question were ultra vires^ 

" YwEaAPPA % Maelihcappa «•« «*• •*• (1910) 34 Borne 560 

CIYILOQUETS-ACT (XIT of 1869), sec. ^i-^BestUution of conjugal 
- clmwi — Jurisdiction of Second Glass Subordinate Judge 
sm^BuUs Valuation Act (VII of 1887), sec. 11. 

CoK3rTOAD Biohts ... *.* 236 

Judger-^Applw^n . to the^ CouH of the 
to the Assis^nt Jmdgo 
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JufuMctlon-^Cml Promiim Oode {Act V of l908)y sec. 24.] !Uhe plaiiitifiE filed 
asuitintlie Coiiifc of tlie First Class Subordinate Judge olaimiiig Rs. 18,797. 
TJae suit was beaid by that Judge for some days and then the defendant filed an 
Mfiication in the Court of the IJistiict Judge for transfer of the suit to another 
Court, The Distiict Judge transfen ed the application to the Assistant Judge 
for disposal* The Assistant Judge heard tho application and ordered that tlie 
suit 1)8 transferred to the District Court for tiiaL 


The plaintiff having objected that the order of the Assistant Judge was 
without jurisdiction, 

Meld, setting aside the order, that under the provisions of the Bombay Civil 
Courts Act (XI V of 18G 9), Part V, the limit of tho Assistant Judge’s jimsdic- 
tion for the purpose of heaiing suits is Rs, iO,OOD and thit in case of suits and 
applications when the value of the subject-matter does not exceed Rs. 5,000, 
an appeal in appealable ca&as lies to the District Judge. The Assistant Judge 
is, therefore, not a J udge of co-oidinate jurisdiction to the District Judge* He 
is, therefore, not a Judge of the District Court and the order complained of was 
not made by the District Gouit which alone had jurisdiction. 

Section 24 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act V of 1908) empoweis the 
District Court to withdraw any suit md^ try and dispose of it I’he suit 
withdrawn being for a sum exceeding the jurisdiction of the Assistant Judge, 
he could not try and dispose of it. He was, tfeerefoie, not a Judge o*f the | 
District Couit as contemplated by the section which must be a Court of wnlimit#! ^ f * ^ 
pecuniary jurisdiction. * 

Haji UacAB Abdul lUHniAK ». Gustadti Muncebsji ... (1910) SI Bom, 411 

BOMBAY LAND RETENUE CODE (BOM, ACT V OF 1879), sec. 48— 
Go'cemment’-^ Asses ment on laM — Jja^id appropriated for agt imlktml p %0 poses 
— Special user of land hj staclmg threon timber in fair scusom— Corntrueimi of 
Statiite,2 The plaintifi, who was the occupant of land used for agricultural 
purposes, pud to Government tho a&sessment eliaipei-blo on land appiopriated 
for those purposes undei ohtise (u) of section 48 of the Bombay Land Revenue 
Code, 1879. During the seasons when the land wis not used for agricultural 
pin poses, the plaintiff had let it out foi stacking timber and derived profit from 
this special usei of the land. Government levied an additional assessment on 
the land on account of that special user, purporting to dj so under section 48, 
clause (5) of the Code 

Meld, that the lands could not be chai god with any idditional assessment in 
respect of tho special user under section IS, clause (b), of the Code ; for the 
expression ^^appiopiiat^d for any puipose^* in the clause means set apart for 
that purpose to the exclusion of ail other uses 

The Bombay Land Revenue Code (Bombay Act Y of 1879) Is a taxing ^ 

ment and must be construed strictly m favour of the subject. 

Seobetaey of State v Laldas ... (1909) 84 Bom. 289 

^MUNICIPAL AOr (BOM. ACT III OF 1888 AS AMENDED BY 

BOM. ACT T OF 1905), secs. 83 axb H-^SpeeiJe Belief Aet (J of 1877), 
me. A^-^Qmieral pnneipU underlying interference hj Jligk Oourt-^Munieipal 
deeiion petition '-^Jurisdiction and dtscreUon of Chief Judge of Small Oattses 
OouH.2 A Municipal election petition having been lodged with the Chief Judge 
of the Small Causes Court, the latter unseated two of the successful candidates 
and found cause of objection against the candidate in whose favour weie recorded 
next highest number of valid votes after those mturnod as elected/* lie 
declined to inquire further into the claims of any other candidate or to declare 
any other candidates elected, as, on his interpretation of section 3d (2) of the 
Bbrnbay Mnnielpal Act (Bom. Act III of 3888 as amended by Bom* Act T of 
he mi not onabM to to so, # ^ 
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The two highest of the other uiisixocessfiil candidates thereupon obtained 
rules against the Chief Judge under section 45 of the Specific RelieE Act (I of 
1877), to show cause why he should not proceed to declare tten elected under 
section 33 (2) above mentioned. 

Held, that the case fell within the general principle referred to in paHe 
Milner (1851) 15 Jnr. 1037 that where an inferior tribunal improperly refused 
to enter upon a complaint, a mandamus would issue. 

Section 33 having been held to empower the Chief Judge to set aside the 
election of any number of candidates returned as elected, there was nothing 
repugnant in construing the seetioii as empowering the Chief Judge to fill up 
any^ pumber of vacpcies so created from the list of unsuccessful candidates 
subject to the provisions of the section. 

It was clearly incumbent on the Chief Judge to deal with the question of 
filling up both the vacancies. He should accordingly proceed to place the 
unsne«essful candidates in order of valid votes. The two with the highest 
ninpiber of vaM votes against whom no canso of objection was found should be 
declared to be deexned to be elected. If *only one qualified, or none qualified, 
proceedings for filling the vacancy or vacancies would have to be taken under 
section 34. 

An application under section 33 (1) should name the persons whose election 
is objected to. 

Ik Tim MATTEE or THE Specific Relief Act (I of 1877), akd ik the 
MATTEES or Saeipallt Mamooji akd jArrER JtJSUB ... (191)) 31 Bom. 659 

BOMBAY MHHIOIPAIi ACT (BOM. ACT III OT 1888), seo. 251A, cl 

Bti^ddin^ — ^'JDireoil'g over or chreetly lender ^'■^Oon<itmQtio7i.2 The words 

directly over or directly under in section 251 A, clause («), of the City 
of Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of 1888) should be understood in the 
restricted sense of immediately over or immediately under, so that in effect under 
this section a water-closet may be built so as to be vertically over or under any part 
of a budding provided that a‘bath-ioom inteivenes. 

Where it is not suggested that a woid bears any technical sense in the context 
^ in which it occurs, the constructioa must proceed upon the general rale that statutes 
t ai^iprpsumed to use voids in their popular sense. 

t I HuEEiMHot Ebeahik, Sie, V , Ths Mijkicipal Cokmissioker foe the 

^ cm olF Bombay ... ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 496 

\ ^ 

— _ 7 " ■ ' “™SEa 305--- iclpal 

Oemmi,moner--^]yotice, disohechence of—lPrlvale ^ireet^ — Lemllmy and 

drdinin^ of-^Liahiht^ of o%oners of several premkes^Owners of hmlding 
^ 0es^Buildmgs constructed hy lessees on the sites — F remises^ what are ^Oon- 
if of The owner of a laige plot of land sub-divided it into a 

y sites, which he auungad on either side of a private street 

I'l! projected to run through the plot. Those building sites worn let to 

II I whom the applicant was one) for a period of thiity years ; at the end of 

^ \ Pife period the lessee was to remove the building put up by him unless the lessor 
Under the terms of the lease the lessee was to contribute xateably to 
nf making, repairing etc , all ways, roads, etc. The applicant was qm 
Btb built a house upon one of those sites, and let it to tenant from, 
Mnnicipal Commissioner of i&ined 
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He ooiiteEded tint lie was not tlio owner oF the premi^os witliin the meaning ol 
seotion B05 of the Act. The Magistrate ovei’roled the contention and eonficted 
Mm, 

IleUi that the mere owner of the land who had let it out under a building 
scheme for building purposes was not the owner of the property, because the pro- 
perty contemplated by seotiou 305 necessarily embraced buildings, whether erected 
or to he erected ; and the legislature regarded him as tlie owner of the premises who 
had the light to receive rent in respect of that property. 

The word “ premises *’ occurring in section 305 of the City of Bombay Municipal 
Act (Bombay Act HI of 1888) must be presumed to have been used by the 
legislature in its legal sense, as refeiring to the particular kind of property which 
forms the subject-matter of the group of immediately preceding sections of the Act. 

That group (sections 302 — 307) has reference to streets made for the use of buil- 
dings or building sites. The dominant idea running through the sections 
304 is that of buildinga either erected or projected. That is the Lind of property 
dealt with in what has gone before seotion 305, and therefore that is its 

It is a primary rule of interpretation that a word having a popular meaning 
ought to he construed in that sense. One exception to that rale is that, unless 
there is something to the contrary in the context, words of known legal ihlpbrt 
are to bo considered as having been Used m their toclinical sense, where ^ S® 

attached that sense to them. ^ 

iMpraRoB V . Bamohakdra Bhaskar Mak'jtbi w* (1910) SlBonj. 593 


BOMBAY MUNICIPAL AOT (BOM. AGP III OP 1888), spa m-^Murncipal 
Commissioner — WegUcUd premises — Notice to remom mmanee--^ Magistrate ^ b 
discretional The accused was served with a notice of requisition under section 
377 of the Oity of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888, requiring him to remove flih, 
luhhish, heaps of cntchera and stable lefuse from a laige piece of vacant land 
belonging to him. He failed to comply with the lequisition, and a prosecution 
was inatituted against him. The Magistrate viewed the^ premises ; and having so 
viewed them, but without hearing any evidence acquitted the accused, as the 
premises did not appear to him to be in a filthy condition 


Soldi that the premises having appeared to the Ooiamissioner in a filthy 
condition, the notice was validly issued under section 377 of the City of 
Bombay Municipal Act, 1888 ; and that there having been a nomcomplianoe with 
the notice, the ofibnce was complete. 


further, that the Magistrate waswiong in acquitting the accnsei 
the sole ground that the premises did not appear to him to he in such ^ c" 
tion m to justify the Fsue of a notice under section 377. ^ , | 




Section 377 of the City of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888, enacts ^ that the only 
condition precedent to the valid issue of a^ requisition is that it shall appear, 
not to the Magistrate, but to the Commissioner, that t|ie premises are in the " ^ ^ 

ccfidition specified in the section. ^ 

V * Ba^a Bahadub Shiveal Motilai. ( 1010 ) S 4 Boiu* -346 


I — — SBC. B90*^SaQtor$ — 

Mmicipei>l Oommmiomr, permission of^Smuthmisei factorgJ} The accused 
obtain^ the Municipal Commissioner's permission (section 390(1) of the City 
oflBotnbay Municipal Act, 1888), to establish a hand-loom factory worked by an 
but by means ,of ihi^ oil engine he also established a fionr mill 
Uitf petmlBsIon. The accused was, therefore, charged with the 
I (1) of the Act, 
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Meld^ that the accused was guilty of a technical offence under section 390 (1) 
of the City of Bombay Municipal Act, 1888 : for although the accused had leave 
to establish the hand-loom factory, he had no leave establish the flour mill 
factory, which was not the less another and a separate factory because it 
happened to be worked by the same power which it was proposed to employ in 
the permitted “factory* 

Empebok Mulji Damodardas ... ... (1909) 31 Bom. 344 

BOMBAY MUNICIPAL ACT (BOM. ACT HI OF 1838), sec. ZH-^Indian EaiU 
ways Act {IX of 1890), see. 7 — Use hy Raihoay Company of its premises for 
storing timber — License from the Municipal Oommissioner for the me not neees- 
saryi\ The Agent of the G. I. P. Railway Company having been charged in the 
Presidency Magistrate’s Court the instance of the Bom^y Municipility 
under section 394 (1) (d?) of the City of Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of 
1888) with having used the Company’s premises for storing timber without a 
license granted by the Municipal Commissioner, the Presidency Magistrate 
recorded evidence and referred the following question under section 432 of the 
Criminal Procedure Code (Act V of 1898) . 

Do the statutory powers given to. the Railway Company (section 7 Of the 
Indian Railways Act IX of 1890) preclude the necessity of obtaining a license 
from the Municipal Commissioner, to use permises ia such a manner as is 
necessary for the convenient making, altering, repairing and using the Railway ?’* 

Melcli that no such license was necessary. Section 7 (1) of the Indian 
Railways Act (IX of 1890) authorises the Railway Administration to do all 
acts necessary for the convenient making, maintaining, altering, repairing and 
" u^ing the Railway notwithstanding anything in any other enactment for the 
time being in foroo^ 

The storing of timber was necessary for the convenient making, &o., of the 
Railway line. 

Under section 7, sub -section 2 of the Indian Railways Act (EX of 1890) the 
Governor General in Council and not tho Municipal Commissioner ■ has the 
eontrol ^qf the Railway Administration in the exercise of its powers under sub- 
se(^ion'i» 

; . ■ ■ ' ' Munxcibai. Commissiojxee op Bohr ay lu G. L P. Railway Company ... 

(1908) 34 Bom. 252 

^ ^ — -REGULATION (Y OF 1827)? sec. XY, cl. 3 — Usufructuary mortgage 

■ ; i ' of 1869 --Jgreement to pay the debt after fixed period — Suit hy mortgagee after 
the expiration of the period for the recovery of the debt hy sale of mortgaged 
property i} A usufructuary mortgage executed in the year 1869 contained the 
following agreement : — 

{ .• •, The amount of Rs. 1,760 is borrowed on the said promises. We three of us 

after paying off the said amount of debt after fifteen years from this day? 

' redeem our premises. Perhaps any one of us three might withiu the period pay 
; off at one time the amount of rupees according to his share? you should allow 
M;s:, ,V redemption of the premises proportionately after receiving the amount and you 
I, "'J'' ' should pass a receipt for the monies received.” 

r.i/Txx^the year 1906 the mortgfagee having brought a suit for the recovery of the 
mortgaged property, the first Court allowed the claim. 
Court reversed, the decree and dismissed the suit , on the ground 
, Jn thfe^casa of a usufructuary , mortgage the, mortgager agrees: to 

a stated period, the, mortgagee, -has Uo : ■ 


usufructuary mortgage* 
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nothing in tho^ terms of tlm agreement between the parties which either expressly 
or by implication indicated that the property shotild not by means of a suit be 
applied in liquidation of the debt, the suit would lie. 

The decree of the appellate Court reversed and that of the drat Court restored. 

Maliadaji Y» Joti 17 Bom. 425 and Mamchandra v* Tripurahai (1898) 

P» -J., p. 43, followed. 

SIiMk Idrm Y. Abdul JdaMman 16 'Bom.^^ZiSadasMvfY, Yyanhotirao 

(1895) 20 Born. 296 and JS^tishna v. JSaTi (1908) 10 Bom. L. B. 615, explained. 

" Paeashabam PuTiAJiRAo ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 1-28 

BXJILBTmSCONSTBlTCTED BY LESSEES-»C% of Bombay Municipal Act 
{Bombay Act III o/* 1888), sec, 305 — Municipal Commissiomr— Notice ^ dia- 
ohediance oJ^Frimie streets — Levelling and draining of—Liahility of oiouers 
of several premiseS'^Owners of building sites — Buildings constructed hy lessees 
on the sites— Premises, what arc-^ConsinicUon of Statutes, 

Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of 1888), sec. 305 ... 593 

CAHTOKMEHTS ACT {XIII OP 1889), sec. SO -^Oivil Procedure Cede (,Act F of 
1908), secs, 2 (17), SO— Public officer — Suit against puhlie officer — PoUce of claim 
npeesswry — Cantonment Oommitiec is public officer — Gantonmeruts Act {NIII of ' V,, 
1889), «ee. 80 applies to actions ex delicto anil not to actions ex contractu J A' 
Cantonment Committee constituted under the Indian Cantonments Act (XIII 
of 1889) is a public officer’’ within the meaning of section 2, clause (17) of the 
Code of Civil Procedure (Act Y of 1008). Before the Committee can be sued, 
the notice prescribed by section 80 of the Code must be given, 

The notice contemplated by section 80 has to he given for actions sounding 
substantially in tort; and it makes no difference that those actions are, by 
operation of law, treated, for certain purposes, as actions ex contractu, 

Majmal v. Nanmani (1895) 20 Bom. 697, considered. 

Cecil Grey??, The Cantonment CoMMiTTiE OF PooxA ... (1910) 34 Bom. 585 
CAHTOHMEXT COMMITTEE IS PUBLIC OWIOEB -^Oivil Procedure Code 
• (Acj/ U of 1908), sees. 2 (17), 80 — Public officer — Suit against public officer— 

Notice of claim necessary — Cantonments Act {XIII of ISS^), sec. 80 applies to 
action ex delicto otic? not to actions ex contractu, 

-(S'ec Castonments Act (Xin OF 1889), SEC. 80 ...583 

CAPACITY OF PABTIES TO SUE — lies judicata — Matter substantially in issue — ;; 

Civil Procedure Code {Act X IF of sec. 13.] 3fa plaintifE is suing in a 

capacity in which he is a stranger to the capacity in which ho sued in a former 
suit, Ms claim has no proper connection with that former suit, and the Civil 
cedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), section 13 does not apply* 

See Bes judicata ... ... ... ... 416 

GASES 

Abdul If ajid Y, Muhammad Paleullah (1890) IB All 89, folloYfod, '' 

Limitation Act ... ; ... 6& 

AhUram Pass v. Copal Bass (1889) 17 Cal. 48, followed 

Indian Succession Act .i* ... ... *,• 459 

Andrews v, Bamsay ^ Go* [1903] 2 X. B» 635, referred to. 

Principal AND AoenT ... .*• 292.; :'' 

lAshqbai Saji Pyeh Safi BahimimUa (1882) 9 Bom* 115, followed. . , , : 

‘ HiSsidu'Law ■ **. , .** ♦*.■ 
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Bajrangi Singh v. IMmTcarniha Bahh Singh (1907) SO All Ij followed. 

Bee Hinbtj Law ... ... ... ... 305 

Banh ofBomhag v. Suleman (i9Q8) 33 Bom. 466> referred to. 

See Oasti-questions, Jiteisdictioh or Citil CouETfe in' ... ... 467 

Banoo Begum t . Mir Ahed AU (1907) S2 Bom. 172, dSstingnisliecL 

&e Mahomeban Law ... ... ... 601 

Bamngowda v. Ohurohigirigowda (1910) S4 Bom. 406, followed. 

See CiTiL Peocedure Code (Act XIV oi 1882), sec. 375 ... 502 

Baotter v, Frame {Wo. 2) [1895] 1 Q. B. 591, followed. 

Bee Third Party ... ... ... ... 423 

Doe denh Marlow v. Wiggins (1843) 4 Q. B. 367, leferied to. 

Nej? Sabanjam ... *, 329 

Beviti V. Kearney (1883) 13 L. B Ir. 45, followed. 

^ee Will ... ... ... 209 

Diwhanath v. Madliavrao (1886) 10 Bom. 207, not followed. 

See Civil Procedure Code (Act V or 1908), Order XXXIII, PtiLEs 

1,2 AND 5 ... ... ... ... ...638 

Qotding Davis ^ Gp., Er> parte (1880) 13 Ch. B. 628, followed 

See Sale or Gtoods Act (56 and 57 Vic., c. 71), secs. 45 and 47 ... 640 

Goviniram v. Tatia (1895) 20 Bom. 383, followed. 

See Limitation Act (XV or 1877), sec. 8, Sen. II, Art, ]79,E\fl, L.. 672 

Himchand Marjivandas v. Easturchand Kasidas (1893) 1 8 Bom. 224, 
explainetl 

CiYiL Procedeeb Code ... ... ... ...142 

Monainma v. Thnaunah'hat (1877) 1 Bom. 5^t9, discussed, 

^ee Hindu Law ... ... ... ... 278 




Mahomed Mandal v. Mashar BiU (1907) 34 Gal 352, followed 
See Eestixution or Conjugal Bioins ... ... 236 

Juggeewundas Xtela Shah Eanidas Brij boolean Bas (1811) 2 Moo. I. A. 
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/f'ee Will ... ... ... ...209 

. rKewneg v. Attrill (1886) 8* Oh D. 045, followed. 

/S'ee Chaeoing Order ... ... ... „• ...484 

i: JEkodabliai v. Chaganlal (1907) 9 Bom. L. E. 1122, followed. 
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I' V. Mari (1908) 10 Bom. L. R. 615, explained. 
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Ledgurd v. Bull (1886) L, E. 13 I* A. refcired to. 

See PRoviiTcia.li Bmall Cause Courts Act t.t 171 

Mdhadaji v. J^oU (1892) 17 Bom, 425^ Mlo'Rod and explained. 

iScoMoBTaAOE ... ... ... ... ... 128 

See Transeur or Property Act ... ... ... 462 

MaMdev Ndcmjan LolMnde v, Vinayah GangadJiar JPumndkare (1900) 83 
Bom. 504, refer led to. 

^ee Bekkhan Agricueturisis* Beliup Act ... 65 

MeenaMil Naidoo v. Stihramaniga Smtn (1887) L. E 14 I. A. 160, 
referred to. 

See PROviN’ciAE Smale Caese Courts Act ... ... 171 

Merimnji Sormmjlr, Mmtomji Burjorji (1882)6 Born. 628, distingnisliecl 

See pAROTEBSHip Accounts, Suit for . . ... ... 515 

Mihier^ Fx parte (1861) 15 Jur. 1037, followed. 

See Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of 1888 as amehjdbu 
Bom. Act V oi 1895), secs. 33 and 34 ... ... ... 659 

Montoya v. London Assurance Company (1851) 6 Ex. 151 at p. 458, relcired to. 

See Letters Patent *.* *•* *** ... 1 

Muhammad Allahabad Ehan\, Muhammad Ismail Khan (1880)10 All 289, 
concurred in. 

Sec Mieompdin Law •»* •• ... Ill 

Nagendrahala Behya v. Tarapada Acharjec (1908) 35 Cal. 1065, concurred in. 

/See Limitation Act ... ... ... ... 91 


Wemchand v. Samicliand (1880) 5 Bom. at p. 84 F. F., refeued to. 

See CASTE-QUEsnoNs, Jurisdiction or Civil Courts in ... .. 467 

Queen’-Bmpress v, Chagan Dayaram (1890) 14 Bom. 331, foilo^ved. 

See High Court ... ... ... S79 

QueeU'^Bmpt ess v. Mahomed Susan (1886) L'nrep. Cxi. Cas. 211, foHow^^. *’ ^ ■ 

/See High Court ... .. ... *. 378 

Queen^Bmpress v. Shanlar (1888) 18 Bom. 384, follovei 

See Criminal Procedure Code ... ... ,*♦ 88 

Qmen-Bmpress v. Skelh Badntdiu (1883) 8 Bom. 107, followed, ^ 

See High Court ... .#• ... 378 

Bajmal v. Sanmani (1895) 20 Born. 697, considered. 

Seo Cantonments Act (XIII of 1889), sec. 80 ^ ... ... 583 

Samcliandra v Gopal (1908) 82 Bom. 619, followed. 

jSee Adoption ••• ... ... ... 49f 

MamehmdrOi v. Tripurahal (1898) P. J., p. 48. ' ■ ] . " ■; ^ 

jSeffMoETGAPE •** ;■ i , <i»-* '128 
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BaniMno(iKuwarY,Bani HtilasKmmr (1^14) L. B. 1 I. A. 157, followed. 

Bee Tbansfer of Property Act 
Bldcl V. Tkorm [1902] 2 Ch. 844, follow^ed. 
to Charging Order 

Sadago^acliarmr v. A. Bama Edo (1902) 26 Mad, 376, followed. 

to Decdaration^of Eight, Sttit FOB ... ... 

SadOrsJiVo V. Vgmihatrm (1895) 20 Bohr 296, explained, 
to Mortgage 

Saionions Bender (1865) 3 H. & C. 639, referred to. 
to Principax. and Agbnt 

. Bhaih Idms v. Ahdul Bahimcm (1891) 16 Bom. 303, explained. 

Bee Mortgage 

Bitahai v Wasanirao (1901) 3 Bom. L, E. 201, followed, 
to I-IiNDU Law 

Borahji Bdalji v. Isliwardas Jagjivmdas (1.892) P. J., p. 5, followed, 
to Begistration Act ... ... ••• . 

Tehait Bam Ckander Singh t. Brimati Aladlio Bmiari (1885) L. E. 12 L A. 

197, referred to. 

Bee Sabanjak .o 329 

Yalu V. GangaXlBS2) 1 Bom. 84, discussed. 

•i .to Hindu Law ... ... ... ... ... 278 

1 'V . ^(i^iidicv Baji V. Baboiji Bcmti (1871) 8 Bom. H, 0. E. (A. C. J.) 176, 
referred to. 

to Saranjam «•« 

Vimyah v. Qoxtind (1900) 25 Bom. 129, follo^ved. 
to Hindu Law 

Vishnu Blmnlliog v, Manjamma (1884) 9 Bom. 108, di^scussed, 

^ to Hindu Law ... ... 

i^esi'^iniJmSt in re (1883) 5 B. and Ad. 817, followed. 
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, 372 
, 139 
. 484 

. 571 
128 

292 
: 128 
385 

202 



329 


165 


278 


640 


676 


Ta&tth — Arrears of cash allowance, suU to recover— Mmi- 
Be^XT^Arts 131, 6^ The plaintiff, the manager of : 
ijan Dev at Hulekal, sued to r^over from 
6 ofShri, Ma&xkeBhwar ' at Banaw4si,va ; 
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suin o£ Es» 96 as arrears of a easli allowance (tastik) wHcli the former was 
en titled to receive from tlie property of tlie latter. The defendants admitted the 
title of the plaiutiS to the allowance hut pleaded limitation as to the arrears for 
two oU of the six years. The lower Courts applied Article 131 of the Limitation 
Act, 187 ?, and allowed the whole of the claim. On appeal, 

Ileldy that the claim was properly allowed. 

A cash allowance of the nature as in the present case is^ according to Hindu 
law, mbandha, or immoveable property ; w^here it is annually payable, the 
, right to payment gives to the peison entitled a x>3riodically recurring right as 
against the person liable to pay. The right to any amouit which has become 
payable stands as to such person on the same footing as the aggregate of rights 
to amounts which are to bseonie payable and winch have become actually duo. 

But where there are more than one parson entitled to the payment as co-sharer 
and the pajunent is made to one of them by the person liable to pay, the co- 
sharer receiving the amount holds it, minus his share, on behalf of the rest as 
money had and received ^ for their use, though as to him with reference to the 
aggregate of rights, it is nihandlm immoveable property, in the nature of a 
periodically recurring right. 

The important question is who is the person sued and what is it that is sued 
for? If what is sued for is the establishment of a title to the right itself, 
then Article 181 applies, whether the defendant is the person originally liable tov . 
pay or is a co-sharer who has received payment from that person, if, on the 
other hand, what is sued for is the ainoimt of arrears, which has become 
actually payable to the plaintiff, then there is a distinction between the person 
originally liable to pay and a co-sbarer of the plaintiff, who has actually received 
payment from that person. Article 131 applies in that case to the person origin- 
ally liable to pay and Article 62 applies to the co-sharer who has received the 
payment. 

Sakhaeam Haei V. LiXMiPBiYA Txetha Swami .i, (1909) Bom. 349 

CASTE-QUESTION — Begulation II o/1827, s&c, 2l’—Gi'oil Court JuTMiotion-— 

Suit to he deolared Ayyu of Eireniath and to restrain defendant from so 
styling himself The plaiiitift sued to obtain a declaration that ho was entitled 
to the fees and privileges appertaining to the Birenmth at ICamalapur by 
reason of his title to be called the Ayya of that Hiremath, and to obtain a perpe- 
tual injunction to restrain the defendant from using the name of Ayya of 
Hiremath.” The i)laintiff*KS complaint was that the defendant had assumed a 
name to which the plaintiff had the exclusive right, and that that assumption 
would enable, as it had enabled, the defendant to attract to himself a large num- 
ber of the plaintiff’s followers, and thereby appropriate to himself fees, which 
would otherwise have been paid to the plaintiff. 

JEelds that it W'as a claim to a caste office 'and to be entitled to perform the 
honorary duties of that office or to enjoy certain privileges and honors at the 
hands of the members of the caste in virtue of that office. It was a caste question 
not cognizable by a Civil Court. 

Meldi also, that the fact that there had been no allegation of any speoilic ; 

damage by reason of the assumption by the defendant of tUe name of ^ Ayya of 
Hiremath, and also the admission that after all the result of the assumption o*f that 
name would be merely to enable some of the followers of the plaintiff to go over 
to the defendant showed that what the parties had been fighting f or’ was merely a 
question of dignity under the cover of a religious office. If the Court were to 
interfere in such eases, it would be merely assisting one party at the expense of the 
other and compelling the caste or the sect to follow one spiritual leader in pre- . 

• ferenpe ;to another* V'., 

; GAPI 0 ETA t?, Batata ... .»• ... (1910) 34 Bom. 458,, 
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OASTE-QUESTIOHS, JITEISDIOTION OF CIVIL OOUETS 

Trustee of omte JUnds-^Mscfent of right to impect domments^-^Demmd mii 
rofusal'-^j-pplioatlon of Indian, Trusts Act{II secs. 5 and 6, to creation 

of trusts of caste funds^Oinl Procedure Code (Act V of 1908), sec* 15L] As a 
result o£ dissensioas in a Hindu caste a suit was filed by the plaintiff, a trustee of 
certain caste funds and member of the Managing Committee, against the 
defendant, a co-trustee and the President of that Committee. The plaintiff 
prayed for a declaration that he had the right to inspect all books and documents 
of the Mahajan Managing Committee, Sub-Committee Sknd Trustees, and for an 
injunction restraining the defendant from interfering with him in the exercise 
of such right. The only two documents about which there was any real oou- 
t^royersy were the minutes of the Sub -Committee and the correspondence die of 
the Mabajan. 

Eeld, that as trustee of the Derasar and Sadharan funds, the plaintiff had 
no right, either in law or by virtue of any caste rules, to the roving inspection 
claimed. 

I \ Panic ofBomhag y. Buleman (1908) 82 Bom. 466 at p. 474, refeiTed to. 

I 

^ " Eddf further, that the Mahajaii fund of this caste being a purely secular 

fund the Indian Trust Act applied, and the plaintiff could not claim to have been 
made a trustee of that fund meiely by viitiie of a caste lesolutioii and his own 
letter of acce]:)tance. 

Edd, further, on the evidence, that there had been no express demand addressed 
by the plaintiff to the proper quarter, and no [refusal by the defendant such as 
would be necessary to enable a suit of this character to succeed. 

H&ldf further, that where rights to property are not involved all matters of 
internal management must be left to the decision of the caste. 

The question in dispute was in reality a question between the caste and a section, 

^ apparently a small section, of the caste led by the plaintiff, ^and as snch it was out- 
side tbo Court’s jurisdiction in accordance with the decision in Nemchand v. 
Samielmid (1880) 5 Bom at p. 84 P. Lalji Bha'inji v. Walji Wardhman 
(1896) 19 Bom. 607, referred to and distinguished. 

I ■ lastly, that when according to well established principles certain questions 

J have been removed from the juiisdiction of the Court, they cannot be bi ought 

^ J i y^itbin the Juusdiction under section 151 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act Y of 

jBTncABHAi Nausby V, Ohapsey Cooveuji ... (1909) 84 Bom. 46 

CAtJSB OF ACTIOH — Letters Patent^ clauses a7id li'^Oame of action arising 
^ parftg within juHsdiction — Further cause of action arising mhoUg outside jurist- 

i. dhiwn-^ Joinder — Time of application* 

iflll , See Letters Pate2?t, clauses 12 aitd 14 ... ... ... 68- 

Im Ilf 

: ^ i .; — — -^Suit for price of goods bargained and sold — Indian Contract 
■ Ad {IFH of 1872), secs, 39, 73, 120 — Indian Contract Act has not altered the law 
. relating to reconerg of debts and liquidated demands — Civil Procedure Code (Ad 

^|||liJir^l908),«ec. L28. 

COlSiTBAOT AcT ... ... ... ... ... 19 

— -Application to sue as pauper— Disqualification— Sahjeot- 
Code {Act Y of 1908), Order XXXIII, Rules 

OoDB (Act T os 1908), Oedbr XXXIII, 
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OATJEATOE— an,d AdinmuSmtion Aot (V 0 /I 88 I), see, 81 — Indian Smoes* 

$ion Act {Z of 1865), aec* 2QQ-^Wlil^Frohaie-^Intere‘ii possessed iy tke 
eaveaton 

iSee Peobatb afd Abkikistbatio^ Aot *•« 459 

CERTIfICATE, ADMINISmATOR-GlNBRAD’S-*mj? 2 ^ With Aet {IXl 
of 1870)^ secs, 2 and 5 — Indian Succession Act {X of 1865), sec, 187-— 
Admimstmtor~&enerars Act {II of 1874), see* 3d--TF$ll made in Bombay‘S 
I*roperty worth less than Ms, 1,000 — jProhate* 

Bee Hindu Wilds Act (XXI oe 1870), secs. 2 and 5 ,,, 506 

.OF COLLECTOR — Act (XXIII o/187i), 6 , 8 , 11— 

Toda giras allowance — Purchase of the rights to receive allowame at a Court 
sale-^The allowance enter ed in the name of the purehaser-^^AppUcation hy heirs 
cf the purchaser to receive arrears of allowance. 

Bee Pensions Act 154 

CHARGING ORDER — Practice — Dissolution of partnership — Assets in hands of 
receiver — Judgment creditor — Solicitors' lien for eastsll The rule at common 
law tliat a solicitor is entitled to a lien for Ins costs on property recovered or 
preserved by his exertions has always been followed by this Ooart ; and, lyhere 
there we assets of a partnership in the hands of a receiver appointed in a partnership 
suit, the solicitors engaged in that suit are entitled to ask for a oha^e on 
those assets in priority to the oreditois of the partnership. 

Midd V. Thorne [1902] 2 Ch. 344, followed. 

Where a plaintiff has obtained a decree against a partnership firm, the available 
assets of which are in the hands of a receiver appointed in a previous partnership 
suit, his proper course is not to issue execution against those assets, but to ask the 
Court for a charging order, and to undertake to deal with the charge according to 
the order of the Court. 


Kewney v. Aitrill (1886) 31 Ch. D. 345, followed. 

A. Haji Ismail and Co, v. Babiabai ... (1909) 34 Bom. 48 4 

CHIEF JUDGE OF SMALL CAUSES COURT, JURISDICTION AND DIS- 
CRETION OF — Specific Relief Act {I of 1877), sec. 4J>'-^Greneral principles 
underlying interference hy High Court — 'Municipal election petition-^Ciiy of 
Bombay Municipal Act (Bom, Act JJJof 1888 as amended hy Bom, Act V of 
1905), secs, 33 and 34, 

Bee Specific Relief Act (I op 1877), sec. 45 ^50 

CITIL COURT, JURISDICTION 01-^Begulatku II of 1827, mo. n^Cmtk^ 
question — Suit to be declared Ayya of Miremath and to reetr&m defenSmt from 
so siyUng himself 

Bm Regulation II of 1827 »*« **« t*« 455 


PROOEDUBl CODE (ACT Till OF 1859), sso. 15-15 and 16 Tia, 
0 , * 86 , 8 . B()'-^Bpecijk Belief Act (1 of 1877), see. hy ptamUff for 

mm^e declaration that the minor defendant was not his son — Imestigation of 
claim without delay,'] A Talukdar-plaintiffi Brought a suit for a declaration 
, that dMendant 2 , a minor, was not his son and that he was not born to the 
plain|iff*s yrife, defendant 1 , and fot an injiinetion restraining defendant 1 from 
, ptwlaiming to the world that defendant 2 was plaintiff’s son and from claiming 
J Mm as sueh son. The defendants contended that the suit was 

I ^ ihwhIainaMe under the provisions of the Specific Relief Act (I of ISIT), 

. : ^ flat itwns prwatnre. 
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Sdd, tliat the suit was naaiutainable, it being within the provisions of section 
42 of the Specific Belief Act (I of 1877)* 

Sddi further, that in the interests of justice it was of the highest importance 
that such claims should bo investigated and decided without unnecessaiy delay, 
and when the controversy had once been bi ought to trial the decision should 
ordinarily follow the usual course. 

Tool V. Ewing (1908) Ir. Eep. 1 Ch. 434, distinguished. 

BaiSiibi VAKTiFBAt?. Thakobe AaAEsiNoHJi Bai&istoh Ji , , . (1910) 34 Bom, 670 

CIVIL P|OOEDURE CODE (ACT XIV OF m2)-^Ammidment of plaint ly 
referring to do&ammt not inchided in lut of documents relied on ] At the hear- 
ing of a suit brought by the plaintiff for the recovery of a sum due at the foot of 
an account the defendant laised a plea of limitation. The plaintiff thereupon 
applied for leave to amend his plaint by setting out an acknowledgment in writing 
signed by the defendant within the period of limitation. The lolver Court refused 
the application. 

On appeal :-**• 

Eeld^ that the amendment should have been allowed. 

Gra3SfA;ri Bhawaji v, Makanji Khoosalchand ... (1909) 34 Bom. 250 


I „ I, , T , , — SEC. 18.-— Aes jndicata — 

QapaeiJtg of parties — Matter substantially in issuer Civil Froeedure Code 
(Act XiV 0/1882), sec* 13.] The plaintiff in conjunction with another had in 
1902 filed a suit against the defendant tor possession of certain property, basing 
his claim on the allegation that he was owner. He succeeded m the first Court 
but the Court of Appeal held that the property had been dedicated to charity, 
and refused to uphold his claim as owner. The plaintiff declined to adopt the 
Court's suggestion to modify his claim and be content to ask for a decree for 
possession as manager, and his suit was therefoie dismissed. Five years later he 
^ { filed the present suit, claiming possession as manager. 



Bddf that his title as manager was one which might and onght to have been 
bht forward in the previous suit, and that his present claim was therefore 

^ ^ If a plaintiff is suing in capacity in which he is a stranger to the capacity in 

t he sued in a former suit, his claim has no proper connection with that 

termer suit, and the Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882) section 13 does not 

^ply. 

HAEaovAK Bamji t?. Mulji HABJivAiir ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 4IG 



31 — Limitation Act 

XF of 1887), secs, 22, 28 — Oivil Frocedtm Code {Act V of 1908), Order 1, rule 
fii attached to vaian — Joint owners — Lease — Lease good till the dmth of 

m i^mM^mrmnng joint owner-^Qordon Settlement of 1864 — Suit hy mpmsentadmis of 
owner to recover possession — Representatrees of the other joint owner 
joined m CO- defmdards with ike representatives of the lessee — Flaintiffs^ claim 
\ allowed to ike eMent of their share — Appeal hy plaintiffs and co-defendants 
g their share — himitaiion^Treatment of co^^defendants as co plaintifs'^ 
jT^nt (ff plavnd and decree* 


^ Be^ > LikiTATioK Act 


91 


^ SECS. 43 ABX) W'-^Tranffer 
400^90 — Suit to reemer mor'^dge-debt ly sale" of 
, ^ property — Decyeo agdimt' mortgaged^ properfy 

Sit^ieM^AppUmtion for supplemeht0 

i h !' * '? -it -f P '■ .. ' .. ■' ‘■'■■I' ' 't- 
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decw to recover halmce hi sale of oilier prop crig'-^Zmltation-^JPuUinfffijriomd 
alUfations at a late stage ] In a snit upon a mortgage dated tlie 18ili April 
1887 the plaintifi claimed, on the ]8ljjbL Apiil 1899, to recover the mortgage-debt 
by sale of the mortgiged property and tlie balance, if any, fiom tlic non-liypotbe- 
caied property of the moifcgagor. The deciee was passed in plaintiff’s favour 
against the mortgaged propeity alone. Tho amount realised by the sale of the 
mortgaged pi opeity being inbuffioient to satisfy tbe decree, the plaintiff applied 
under section 90 of the Transfer of Property Act (IT of 1882) foi* a supplemental 
decree against tho other propeity of the mortgagor. 

The first Court found that the claim for a personal decree against the mort- 
gagor was time-ban edt 

^ On appeal by the plaintiff lie attempted to piove that the claim was within 
time owing to an miei mediate payment by the defend mt but the appellate Oourt 
found that the plaintiff failed in his attempt and confirmed the decree. 

On second appeal by the plaintiff held, confirming the decree, that the mort- 
gage in suit being of tbe year 1887 and the suit of the year 1899, the plaintiffs 
light to a personal decree against the mortgagor was time-baired, the plaintiff 
having failed to show the ground on whicli exemption from the law of limitation 
was claimed. 


SeM, further, iliai the plaintiff could not be^ allowed at a late stage of tho 
suit to bring forward for the fiist time allegations which it was necessary to 
prove in order to show that he was entitled to a further decree against the 
defendant personally. 

OniAM HussniN v. Mahamabilli Ibeaiiimji ... (1910) 3i Bom. 540 

ClVIIi PROOEDUDS CODE (ACT XIT OF 1882), SECi. 285, 829— 

TdluMdr's Act [Bom. Act VI of 1888), sees, 28, %9B and 2dB-^B€(ree 
against TdluhMr — EreexUion — Decree transferred to TdlukddH Settiement 
OfjiceT — Notification of management — Suhmm^on hy persons having claims-^ 
Application for the continmnee of the exeention proceedings against the legal 
representative of the deceased judgment- debtor^ Certificate hr see, 2dB 
of the Gufardi Tdluhddrh Act (Bom. Act FI of 1888j — Managing Officer--'^ 
Tdluhddri Settlement Officer,'] When execution pi’oceedings me commenced 
against a Judgment-debtoxv they can be continued after his death by substituting 
the name of the legal representative in place of that mf the deceased ]udgment- 
debtor in the application for execution. It is not nece&saiy to file a fresh 
application under the provisions of section 285 of the Civil Pioccduio Code (Act 
XIV of 1882). 

EiracMnd Marjuandas v* Kasturohand Kmidas (1893) 18 Bom. 224> * 
explained* . . 

The effect of section 291 of the Gujarlt Tdlukddr^s Act (Bom. Act of 
1888) is that before the execution of a decree can bo proceeded with the Oourt must 
be satisfied that the decree-claim has been duly submitted. If the officer cerfeifiasi 
that it has been duly submitted there is an end of the matter. If he does not sO 
certify the Court must wait for one month from the date of the receipt by the 
ofider of an application for a certificate, and upon being satisfied ^thafi the cMhi 
has been duly submitted in accordance with the provisions of section 29B # the 
Gujardt TdluMdr’s Act (Bom. Act VI of 1888) it may then proceed with the 
♦ execution. 


!l|be expression ‘ managing officer ’ in section 29 E of the Act is merely a com-» 
lendlow term for ‘"the Tdlukdin Settlement Officer or any othm officer appointed 
% Slreimmeiit to take charge of the Tdlukdifs estate and keep the same m l# 
management *’ referred to in section 28 of the Act, and where the officer who takos 
charge of the estate and keeps the same in his managenient is the Tdlukdjiri Sefetle’* 






Page 


meiit Officer, the ‘ managing officer’ is merely a synonym for ^ T^lukdari Bettie* 
merit Officer/ 


Where an application relating to a claim is presented to the Subordinate 
Judge and is forwarded by him to the Tdlukdari Settlement Officer, it amounts 
to a Bnbmission of the claim in writing within the meaning of section 
29 B of the Act, if the Tdlukdari Settlement Officer is also the managing 
; officer. , * 


PuBtrsHOTTAM y. Bajbai *•. ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 142 

CIVIL PBOCEDURE CODE (ACT XIY OF 1882), secs. 244, 252, 647— 
Decree— Bxeeution-^Deatk of judgment^ debtor — Legal representatives of the 
judgmcnUdehtor brought on record — Dispute as to property — Legal represent atkes 
should put forrcard their claim under see. 244 — They cannot raise the defence in 
a separate suit for possession by auction-purchaser — Auction-purchaser not a 
stranger^ ^ C sued M on a money-bond. M having died during the pendency of 
- the suit, his widow E and his brother X were brought by C on the record as his 
representatives. A decree was passed awarding the claim out of the property 
of, the deceased'. ^ After the passing of the decree but before it could be executed 
both B and N died, C then brought on the record the defendants as the legal 
representatives of M, The latter, denied that they were M’s legal representatives 
or that they had any property of M’s which could be liable for the decree. The 
; Oourfe overruled the objections, and in execution of the decree attached and sold 

the property in dispute. The plaintiff purchased the property at the sale: and 
filed this suit to recover possession thereof from the defendants. The lower Court 
disallowed the plaintiffi’s claim on the ground that the property having been joint 
property of M and defendants’ survived to the latter at M’s death ; and that the 
plaintifi: obtained no title at the Court-sale which he could legally assert as against 
V , the defendants. In the lower appellate Court the plaintiff contended unsuccessfully 
that the defendants were debarred by the provisions of section 244 of the Code of 
. Civil Procedure, 1882, from asserting their title. 

Eeldi that as the property was sold by the Court at C’s instance as . that of M, 
the question so far was one relating to the execution of the decree arising between 
the decree-holder and the defendants as judgment- debtors, under section 262 of the 
Civil Procedxire Code of 1882. It was, therefore, a question in relation to them 
falling within section 214 of the Code by reason of the explanation to section 647 
that applications for the execution of the decree were proceedings in suits. The 
!'■?'</ ! defendants were consequently bound to object to the attachment and sale under 
‘ ■ that section, so far as the decree-holder’s action was concerned. 


It contended that whatever might have been the result if the decree-holder 
had, been a party to the suit, the present dispute was between the auction-pur- 
chaser, who was a stranger to the previous suit and the execution proceedings 
therein, and the defendants, and that section 244 did not apply : — 

: DLddf that though an auction-purchaser at a Court-sale in execution of a decree 
was not a party to the suit in which the decree was passed and though he was 
^ jmt a representative of either the decree-holder or the judgment-debtor for the 
I ^Jintposes ot: section 244, yet if the question raised by the judgment-debtor as to 
^'1 ile legahty of the Court-sale was virtually one between the parties to the suit, 
is, between the decree-holder and the judgment-debtor, and if in the decision 
if^dJocesult of that question the auction-purchaser was interested, the judgment- 
^ ought not to be allowed to attack the sale in a suit. 

cases Is whether the ground upon which the Court- sale is 
^ g h;Q4itle upon tne auction-purchaser affects the parties to the 
^ as hetw^en them been luised and determined under section 244 
b^puyoh^er, though not a party to that suit, k. a .party 
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CIVIL PEOCBDUEE CODE (ACT XIV Of 1882), sec . 2m-Adjudment or 
payment of decree--- Adjustment not certified to t/ie Court— 3ecree-holder acting upon 
the adjiidment and receiving moneys Applimtlohi to eccecute the decree — JEJstoppel 
hy condttGt—r-Indian Evidence Act [1 of sec^ 115.] A decree was adjusted 
outside tlie Court. No notice was given to the Court of the adjustment ; and its 
sanction was not taken under section 258 of the Civil Procedure Code of 1882. 

The decree-holder received payments under the adjustment and after some time 
applied to execute the decree irrespective of the adjustment. The judgment- debtor 
pleaded the adjustment as a bar to execution. The decree- holder contended that the 
adjustment not having been certified to the Court, it could not recognise it as valid 
but was bound to execute the decree. The Subordinate Judge overruled the 
contention holding that as the decree-holder had, after the adjustment, received for 
several years moneys under it, lie was estopped by conduct under section lib of the 
Indian Evidence Act, 1872. 

Meld, that the view of the Subordinate Judge gave the go-by to the 
plain language of the last paragraph of section 258 of the Civil Procedure Code, 
1882. 

There is no room left by the law for the operation of the law of estoppel in the 
matter of execution. The last paragraph of section 258 enacts a special law for a 
special purpose, whereas section 115 of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872, relates to the 
general law of estoppel ; and the principle is that a special law overrides for its 
purposes the general law. 

. « ■ ' ' ' • 

JPer OiTANDAVAUXAP, eT. — Fraudulent executions oi decrees must be dis- 
couraged by the Courts whenever they come to their notice ; and decree-holders 
who enter freely into adjustments outside the Court and do not certify them as 
required by law, but fraudulently apply for execution, ignoring the adjustment, 
should be dealt with under the criminal law. 

Fer Ejeatox, J". — The purpose of section 258 of the Civil Procedure Code, 

1882, is that the Court shall have complete knowledge of all that is done towards 
the satisfaction of its decjec. 

Tbikbak RAMKBisHiirA IIabi Laxmak ... ... (1910) S4 Bom. 575 

I. 

— ^ SEG. ^7^—Dehkhan Agri- 
culturists* Relief Act 1879), sec* 12 — Compromise of the case—Cozeri^s 

duty to record the compromise and pass decree in its terms— 'Fleadef s compromis- 
ing without azdhority from his client — Client to apply to cancel the compromlsel] 
There is nothing in the provisions of section 12 or in any other' section of the 
Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Belief Act, 1879, which expressly deprives the parties to 
a suit of the power of entering into a compromise and having that compromise 
recorded under Section 375 of the Civil Procedure Code of 1882 which is the same 
as Order XXIII, rule 3 of the Code of 1908. ' . " 

A compromise means the settlement of a disputed claim* ; ' • ' 

Where a party complains that a compromise efPectod in his name by his pleader 
was unauthoriaed, ho must move the Court to cancel all that has been done and to 
revive the suit, 

Basangmda v. CJmrchigingozoda (1910) see p. 408 ante, followed. 

PiBAJi Gais^apati ... ... (1910) 34!Bom, 502 

-SBC. 561 — Suit for declara- 


tion and injunction — Ejection of plaint as not properly steempe dr— Appeal-- 
Appi^ation to state a case to High Court-^ Summary dismissal of appeat- 


‘$ee JOBisnicrioB 


■xm- 
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CIVIL PBOOEDUEl CODE (ACT V OP 1908), siccs. 2 (17), m--PtihUo officer 
rSuiu against ptilUe officer — Notice of claim necessary' — Cantonment Committee 
is publie officer — Cantonments Act {XII J of 1889), sec* 80 applies to actions 
Qx delicto 'and not to actions ex coBtraetii.] A CantoBmeBt Oominittoe constituted 
under the Indian Cantonments Act (XIII of 1889) is a public officer ” within the 
meaning of section 2, clause (17) of the Code of Civil Procedure (Act V of 1908). 
Before the Committee, can be sued, the notice prescribed by section 80 of the Code 
must be given. 


The notice contemplated by seclion 80 has to be given for actions sounding 
substantially in tort ; and it makes no difference that those actions are, b^- opera- 
tion of law, t^’uated, for certain purposes, as actions ea; contractu. 

■Eajmal v. Mamiant (1895) 20 Bom. 697, considered. 


Cecil Guey u. The CAKToraiNT Committee op Pooka. ... (1910) 34 Bom. 583 

— — gjgc. 11 — Limitation Act (XF of 

1877);^ 5 anil — Application to file an appeal in forma |)auperis — Delay, in 

mahing. tlt^ application— Minor applicant — Excuse of delay-— Prolate— Grant of 
pfdtdte— Question of title not affected hy the grant — Ees judicata.] A suit filed 
. in /ormcft was decided OH the 10th Pebruary 1908. An application for 

leave to appeal in forma pauperis was presented to the High Court on the ' 
ISth April 1908 ; but as it was beyond time it was rejected. & an application 
to excuse the delay, it was excused on the ground that the applicant having been 
a minor, section 7 of the Limitation Act, 1877, applied. At the hearing, it was 
objected that the application for permission to appeal in forma pauperis^ mmt be 
treated as an appeal, and that section 5, and not section 7 of the- Limitation Act, 
applied to it. 


overruling the contention, that whether the application- was treated as 
falling under section 5 or under section 7 of the Limitation Act, 1877, the result 
was the same. If it fell under section 5, as an appeal, then under the second 
paragraph of that section, which applied to appeals, the Court had jurisdiction 
to exedse delay, after the period of limitation prescribed for the presentation of 
' an appeal had expired. If, on the other hand, it be treated as an application and 
. fell under' section. 7 of the Limitation Act, it was clearly within time and there 
v need of excusing delay because the section provided that a minor could 

appV ^tcrLe had attained the age of majority within a certain period. 

{ ‘ ' ' The probate is; conclusive only as to the appointment of executors and the 
) validity and the. contents of the will ; and on the application for probate it is 
■ ‘ not the province of the Court to go into the question of title with reference to 
the property of which the will purports to dispose, oi; the validity of such 
disposition. 


Chiktamak Ytakkatrao V , Eamchakdae Vtaneateao ... (1910) 34 Bom. 589 


SEC. %i—Pomlay Ckil Courts 
'-S-iiit cognizable o.nd heatcl by > the First Class 


ffMPV of JSm), Part V-' 

Judge — Application to tjie Court of the District Judge for traiffer'' 
.of the application to the Assistant Judge— Order of the Assistant 
’^'^’^gbfor tranffer of the suit to the District Court— * Jurisdiction.] The plaintiff 
fe-^it in the- Court- of the Tirst Class Subordinate Judge claiming Es. 18,797. 
yaA heard hj that Judge for some days and then the defendant hied an 
(kmrt of the District Judge for transfer of the suit to another; 
L&ttet Judge transferred the Application to the Assistant Judge 
"i«^. iBsistant Judge heard the applicatiou and ordered that the suit 
lile-ljieiript Court ior triglL “ . ,■ >■ ■ 
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' ' 

DfeZti!, setting aside the order, that unaer the provisions of the Bombay Givil 
. Conrts Act (XD?" of 1869), Part V, the limit of the As^tant Judge’s iurisdictioii 
for the purpose of hearing suits is Es. 10,000 and that in case of suits and appli- 
cations wlien the value of the subject-matter does not exceed Es. 6,000, an appeal 
in appealable cases lies to the District Judge. The Assistant Judge is, theretove, 
not a Judge o£ co-ordinate jurisdiction to the District Judge, He is, therefore, 
not a Jndge of the District Court a,nd the order complained of was not made by the 
District Court which alone had jurisdiction. 

Beebion 24 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act Y of 1908) empowers the District 
Court to withdraw any suit and try and dispose of it. The suit withdrawn being 
for a sum exceeding the jurisdiction of the Assistant Judge, he could not try and 
dispose of it. He was, therefore, not a Judge of the District Court as con- 
' tempkted by the section which must be a Court of unlimited pecuniary jurisdic- 
tion. ■ ' '"'■ 

Haj-i Uhab Abdxjl Eahimax V * Gust AD Munchebji ... (1910) 31 Bom. 411 

CIYIL PEOCEDUEB CODE (ACT Y OP 1908), seo. 33, Oeder XX, Eudes 6 
and 7-^AdmmisiraUon smt — Finding on a snhstaniidl question of right hehoeen 
pa 7 *ti 0 S'^Ajppoiniment of recehers — F^inding-^Decree — AppealJ] In au admini- 
stration suit the first Court recorded a finding on a substantial question of right 
between the parties and.appointed receivers. The plaintiff did not apply to have a 
formal decree drawn up. The plain till however appealed against tbe finding on ; 
the ground that it amounted to a decree. The Judge rejected the appeal holding 
that there was no decree ■which could he the subject of an appeal. 

On second appeal by tbe plaintiff, 

Held, that the second appeal could not be entertained because there was in fact 
no formal decree from which an appeal could be preferred. 

Bai Diya'li V . Shah Yisotav Mahobdas ... (1910) 84 Bom. 182 

— — — ... SEO. llB--AppUcaUQn ■ for 

revision. 

^ee Jurisdiction ... ... •** 267 

^ — — sec.128 — Couse of aoUon — Indian 

Contract Act has not altered the law relating to recovery of debts and liquidated 
demands-^ Indian Contract Act (IX of 1872), secs. 39, 73, 120. 

Bee OoNTEAOT Act (*« •«. t.i. 192 

— SIC. 151— Decree of Small Cause 

Court — Money lying in deposit in the Oowrt of the First Class Suhordirmte fudge 
— Attachment and recovery of money in execution of the Small Cause Coiart decree 
-^Buit in the Court of the First Class Subordinate JMgefor a declaration that 
the attachment was invalid and for refund of money — Decree accordingly^ 
Froceedings in the Small Cause Court and order for refund hy that Court-- 
Order not sustamahle.^ Tbe plaintiff brought a suit in the Court of the Pirst 
Class Subordinate Judge and ‘finally obtained a decree declaring that an attach- 
ment on certain money, already lying in deposit in that Court, levied by Hie 
. defendant in execution of his Small Cause Court decree was invalid and decreeing 
that the defentot should repay the same to the plaintiff. In execution of the 
said decree in the suit of the Court of the Pirst Class Subordinate Judge the 
plaintiff applied to the Small Cause Court for the refund of the money and that 
Court passed an order for the refund. The defendant, thereupon, preferred an 
application to the High Couit under the extraordinary jurisdiction. 

setting aside the order, that such an order could only be made if it, was ^ ^ 
fiboessary for two piirposes, namel^^^ for the ends of justice or to prevent , the , . 
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abuse of the process of the Court. The plaintiff had already a decree which he 
was entitled to execute in the Eirst Class Subordinate Judge^s Court 

Canesh Nahayah Pttetjshoietam Gahgabhas •.* (1909) 34 Bom. 185 

CIYIL PROCEDUBE CODE (ACT TOP 1908), sec. m--Oaste--Trusfees of caste 
funds-- JEsitent of right to inspect documents— Demand and refusal— Jurisdiction 
of Civil Courts in caste questions— Application of Indian T^mts Act {21 of 1882), 
secs^ 5 and 6, to creation of trusts to caste fmids.] Meld, lastly when according 

- to well-established principles certain questions have been removed from the jiiris"^ 
diction of the Court, they cannot be brought wdthin the jurisdiction under 
section 151 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act V of 1908). 

Bee Tiusts Aoi (H oe 1882 ), secs, 5 and 6 ... 457 

' '' ' ‘ — Oedeu I, Rule 3 , Dudes JI, 

Bulb Grades of several defendants in one suit — “ Same act or transaction^*— 

V f Series of acts or transactions^*— Mraciice.'] In reading Order I, Rule 3, of the 
?: :iCitii‘;Proceahre Code (Act Y of 1908) it seems qnite obvious that the word ‘•'same’* 

r : which precedes the words ‘‘acts or transaction ” governs also the words “ series • 
of acts or transactions and must be read before those words also. The first con- 
dition to be fulfilled before joining several persons as co-defendants in the same 
suit is that the right to relief sought in the suit must arise against all the 
defpdants from the same act or transaction or from the same series of acts or trans- 
actions. The second condition to he fulfilled under the rule is that some common 

- question either of fact or law should arise against the defeiidants if separate suits 

, were brought against such persons. Before a plaintiff can join several defendants in 

the same suit hoik the conditions laid down in the rule must be fulfilled, first, the 
. relief sought against the defendants whether jointly, severally or in the alternative 
must arise from the same act or transaction or the same series of acts or trans- 
actions. And, secondly, there must arise between the plaintiff and all the defen- 

. dants siome common question of law or fact. 

The plaintiff may in one action unite several causes of action against several 
defendants provided that all snch defendants are “jointly liable in respect of each 
,and all of such causes of action ’’ and that the condition precedent to the plaintiff 
.being. allowed to join several causes of action against several defendants is that 
. V snch defendants must all “have a joint interest in the main question raised by 
■ v; the litigation ’’ and that causes of action joined in one suit against several 
detendants must be causes of action in which “the defendants are all, -iointlv 
; infer^ted. 

It is not necessary that every defendant should he interested as to all the reliefs 
claimed in the suit but it is necessary that there must be a cause of action in which 
, , all the defendants are more or less interested although the relief asked against them 
^..^'-inay vary. ... 

'p - i V . Bhau Balwant ... ... ( 1908) 34 Bom. 858 

Oeder I, Rule 8— Practice- 

mttff representing hodg of creditors— Application to he made 
ration suitJ\ Where a suit has been filed on behalf of a bodv of 
Ldjvidual member of that body applies to be made a party, be must 
erects will ,be seriously prejudiced if he is nofe allowed to come 
wthattheconduct of the suit is not in proper hands, or that 
to has inteiest is being taken by those who purport to represent 




B . exkemely undesirable that individual creditors 
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delay caused by the additiosi of a pai:iy and the oonseqneiit iiiarease in the costs of 
other parties. ■ ; " . ■ 

Yassohji Teicomji & Co. tJ. Eskiilbhai Shiyji (1909) 34 Bom. 420 

CIVIL PEOCEDUBE CODE (AOX V OF 1908), Ordee T, Ritle ^^Limitation 
Act {XT ^1877)> 560^. 22, 2^— Civil I^rocedure Code Act {XIV of 1882), $ecm 
Z\~-^Lands attacjiei to vatan — Johit owne-rs — Lease-- Lease good till the death 
of the surmving j oint — Gordon Settlement of 1864 — Suit hg representatives 

of one joint owner to recover possession — liepreentaiwes of the other joint owner 
joined as co-defendants with the representatives of the lessee — Plaint) f*s claim 
allowed to the extent of their share — Appeal hy ^daintiffs and co->defendanis 
claiming their share— Limitation — Treatment of co-defenckmfs as co-plamtiffs — 
A'inendment of plaint and decree* 

See LiMiTATiojSi Act ... ... ... ... 91' 

...» — — — — — Oeber XXXIII 5 Rules 1 , 2 ^vne 

Application to sue as pauper — DisqualifccUion--<SHhjeet-matter of suit— 
Cause of actioni\ A mortgagor applied for permission to institnle a suit as a pauper 
for the setiihg aside of a sale of the mortgaged property hy the mortgagee, with an 
alternative claim for damages. The mortgagee, admitting there was a surplus due 
to the applicant after the ; mortgage-debt had been satisfied, paid Bs. ] 01 into 
Court, and contended that the applicant was not a pauper, and f urtlier that tlxe 
applicant disclosed no cause of action. 

Meld, that the applicant was a ‘^ pauper” within the meaning of the Explana- 
tion to Order XXXIII, Eule 1, of the Civil Procedure Code (Act Y of 1908), but 
that the allegations contained in the application did not dikdose a cause of 
action. 

Lwarhamtli '^^Maddmimw (1886) 10 Bom. 207, not followed. 

Fatmabai V. Dossabhoy Eustomji TJhbiuae »,« (1909) 34 Bom. 638 

COCAINE— possession — Bemoml— Transportation of cocaine '^Bombay 
Ahhari jd(Bom, Jet Fcf 1878), sees. 4B (70? 47. 

: ' Sec Abkari Acb ... ’^42 

COMPANY— against firc—LiahilUy of Company for fuH her loss. 

'BW'Tksueakce, Fiee ... «•» *.• 1 

COMPENSATION— Act {I of 189A)— Valuation of residential 
property— Elements to he considered— Eindemee before Acgmsition Officer— 
Practice.. . 

Acquisition Act (I of 1894) •«. «•* 486 

GOMPEOMISE— 2Va»s/«»- of Pro^pertij Aci (IF of 1882), seo. Bit—Sak—Lmd 
worth less than. Ss. lQ0~Ee.ffistration of deed, or delivery of possession not 

necessary. 

See Tbansfbb. of Peopbety Act ... •«« •«« 139 

fr rynorp'.^n assented to by pleader not specially authorised in that 

behalf— Decree in terms of compromise — Decree s4 aside— Oowrt—Diherent 
powers — Practice, 

• See Practice «*« #*« •#<- 408 

j MEANING OV—Behhhan Agrimdtunstd Belief Act {XVII of 
1B79), sec. Compromise of the case — Court* s duty to recm^d the compromise 
and pass decree in Us terms— Pleader* s compromising without authority from im^ 
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cheni — Client to to caiiccl the compromthe’] A compromise means tlie 

settlement of a disputed daim 

See Dekkhan AG?viotrLruBis.r&’ EEiinr Act (XVII oi 1879 ), sec 12 *. 502 

OOXSTRTJOTIOH OP AN KWA1M)^Jtt'amilp projie'ityi — Diiihton imiltr ati wmd 
— Sense of residence — Si ohlniton ni sole hy a o-diarer of his fcetion lo an out 
s/der-^Pre cmption — Coitri^s'^le ‘^Srohdnlwn ml ejfeiltte 

Ue Pee emiiiom ... ,,, 567 


— OONTRAOr — Indian Cm fearf Act ceis 215, 

216 — Agent appointed to sell goods bmji iff Hem on hn ov n a ( oiuif-^ Primipal 
mid Agent 

See Peihcipae and Agent , 292 

^ — STATUTE— Code {Bom Ait V of 

1879), see 48 ] The Bombay Land Reyenne Code (Bom Act V of 1679) is a taxing 
enactment and must be contrued strictly in faxoi i of the suLiect 

BECEET4RY OP SiATB V Laepas .. (1909) 34 Bom 239 

— statutes — Clip if Bo nhap Municipal A(t (Bom* Act 

III <^1888), sec 251/1, cl (a) — Binldmg--^^ DtiecUg over m dneeily under 
Oonstfuchon ] Wleie it is not suggested tlut x y oul beais any teclu ical sense 
in the context in which it occuis, the coiistxicfcion mti!,t pruCtel upon the general 
rule that statutes aie piesimied to nse woid> in then popular sense. 

See Bomeai Mtnicipie Act (Boxf ActIII or IBSS^sec 2MA, cn (a)... 490 

CONTRACT ACT (IX OP 1672), secs. 39, 73, 120 — Si it f 07 ince of goods ha)'- 
gamed and sold — Cause of action ---Indian Covtiact Act has not alteiej the late 
relating io recover y of delis and Uquidated demands — Ctvd Procedure Code 
{AU V of 1908), sec. 128] Before the pasmig of the Iiicina Contra* t Act 
^^helevel a oonsiderat on y IS executed for XX hieh i debt px} ^b^o at the time of 
action had accrued due either xmder an cxpxess piomise or undei. one implied 
by law the debt might be sued for in an i dehitatus count , thus the count H} 
wheia the oonsideiation moving fioin the seliei of goods x as executed by his 
providing goods and only the nione’^ debt due Iv tie hu}ei remained. The 
form ot count in such a case both in England and in Bombay uonld have boon 
€or money payable by the defendant to the pknitiffb foi goods haigxiucd and 
odd by the piaintiiis to the doleiidaiil. The cause of action uas aid to sound 
m debt and not 111 damages. 

In section 1^8 of the Ciiil Pioeedui'‘ Cede oi 1908 theic is IcgisUtive 
lecogliition that such suits as weie maintamahle in le pcifc of debts at the 
time of the Common Law Fiocedure Act, 1852, aio still maxnt unable in 
British India. 



The Inch in Conti act Act his not altered the hw icktmg to the locoveiy of 
debts and liquidated demands The fact tlut i put) to a comiact may miclLi 
^eeteon 39 of tbo Indian Contract Ac% when the 0 hei side has refused to 
ife^ put an end to it and sue foi compensation foi the bleach does not 
him to take that course at his peril, he may if he piefeis it sue to 
-.vvy^^^t.ny debt due to him which has arisen fiom bis execution of liis pait 
Jof the contract. 

fdMMw'n, 6ection73 of tholiiclmn Contiact Act picscubes the 
ngthe compensation due to a plaintiff suing upon a bieacii 
i does not affect to extinguish 01 to limit a plaintiff's nght to 
iod sum due to him upon a contract which he for his part 
Ji la tOi the meie cah^^ence from the lot of a apeciho 
to lecover the pi ice eanpot be ooiutr^ued 
'■ fOf lilt 
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C ONIPACT ACT (IX OF 1*^72), sec h^—OoniaU — Wager mg'-'Intentw of the 
pm ties'— Fagmnt of difo Thei^e is no aniliuuij for tlio pioposiUon tlut:> 

because under tko tcinib of a eonti icfc an obligation to pay oi icceive difeonas 
xiia} all e on tbe happening of a particnlai e\oiit, tlic ( ontket is roid as a wagor 
if iliat ceent does not happen Sue li a result would he mconsistent with the 
pimciple imdeiiying section 57 oi the Contract Act 

Jobin NAEBiDASiiANkiE ?? MAiHtiuBAb , (1910) 31 Boib. 519 

— gP(^^ — Xendci — Conirmt of sale made 

subject to mdes of Mice 3Ie}( hints As^ociaUon — Fule oifstinj jurisdiction of 
Court of law — liule prodding fot Jnmg vaida rate of goods for purpose of 
asee'itaimng dtfoences in case of non- fulfilment of contract — Smt hg buyer fot 
damages for non-dehverij— Flea that no damages lecovoahle liming regaid to 
ratejisced — Allegation hy flainUff that i ate iiced was fiot binding inasmuch as ^ 
the miles wete not ohsened — Consul uction of i ides'— Fiinct gal and ag^it—Agenfs 
power to bind liisimncipcd to ai hiiiaiioiu 

/S'ee JuBisBiGTiON ,,, |3 

- — sLcs 215, 216 — P'iincipal and Agent— Con* 

sifuctun of Conti act— Agent appointed to sell goods bupng them on Ins own 
aceount*] Section 216 of the Indini Conti act Act is meioly enabling and oonfera 
upon the piincipal the light to claim fiom Ins agent the beneht of the transaction 
to which the agency business lolated, wheie the agent;, without the iaowWge 
of the piineipal, has dealt with the business on his own account, instead d mi 
account of the latter The principal is fiee to e\eroise that right or not 

The law is that whoie a party elects to adopt a tiansaction, he must take its 
benefit with its burden. He e innot, as is said, both approbate <\iid reprokite 
But both the benefit and the burden musi, for tbit pm pose, be attached to and 
incidents of the tnnsaction which the piincipd has amrinod by olectioiu 

AYliere an agent, appointed to sell his piiiieipal s goods for a fixed j^nioe, buys 
them on his oun aeeoimt without the pievious consent of the hitter, it is com- 
petent for the piiucipal either to lepudmte the transaction under the circumstances 
mentioned in section 215 of the Contiaet Act oi to afixrm it» If he elects to 
affiim, the piincipal will be liable to pay to the agent such charges only as are 
incidents of the tiansaction of purchase, that IS, such as the vencloi under the 
contract would have been liable to pay to the purchasei, beoatise what is affirmed 
is the 1 elation of V'endoi and purchaser But if those charges axe annexed by the 
teims of the contract to the agency, so as to leguhte the lelation of principal and 
agent as distinguished fiom the lelation of vendoi and pmchaser, the agent is not 
entitled to recovei them 

Salomons v Fender (1865) 3 H. A 0 639 and Andrews v. Fctmay Qo* 
[190B] 2 KB. 635, refeiied to 

JoACHiKsoK Mbohjee VaLIiAbhbas . ♦ (1909) S4 Bom* 292 

COHTEIBOTOEF HE0LlGENCE--*i\^c^%<93iec of Fadway Company— Fi each of 
^aiwtoiy dutij—F'^ury to passengers with ui nv outside cmnage window— Oon^ 
traciual obligations ] The fact that a door on a moving train xs open Is evidence, 
hut not conclusive proof, of negligence on the p^iit of the Kailway Company. 

Where there is a statutoiy obligation, any breach of it which causes an accident 
IS conclusive against the defendant apart from special proof of n6gligenoe« But 
the^breach must in itself be the cause of the accident, and the rule does not extend 
so far as to exclude the defence of contiibutoyy negligence. 

In view of the contractual relations between the parties, a Railway Company is 
not liable for in|uries caused to any part of a passengei which is outside the 
carriage in which he is travelling, piovided tliat such injuries could not have betn 
yeeelved had the passenger remained inside the carnage. 
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The application of ilie lulo that, wliei© tlicre is negligence on botli sides, tbe 
ne^iligence of the pel son who had the last chance of averting the accident is the 
efficient cause thereof, must be restricted to cases where the danger vas apparent 
to both or at least one of the parties before the accident actiiallj happened^ 

DunnABHJi Bakhidas Tub G. I, P. Railway Co* ... (1909) 34 Bom. 127 

COSTS — Guardian ad lUem of a lunatic — Personal liahility of guardian hpay cods 
incurred hy unnectssary appeal^ The guardian ad htem appointed by the 
Conrt nsnally gets his costs out of the estate of the defendant whom he represents 
if ho does not recover them from the plaintiff, but when a guardian ad htem takes 
it upon himself to^appeal again fet a decree, he puts himself in the position of a 
next friend initiating proceedings, and no longei is in the position of a passive 
guaidian ad litem. 

^ Shapubii Hobhasji *?• Mokosseh Jacob ... (1909) 84 Bonn 371 

Pmctice-^DissoIutlon of partnership — Assets in llie hands of receiver^ 
Judgment-creditor — Charging order — Solicitor's lien for costs. 

Bee Boliciyor’s liik bob costs et» ««» 484 

QOTJRT --Inherent powers — Compromise — Compromise assented to by pleader not 
epecialhjatdhofised in that behalf— ’Decree in terms of comproiuise— Decree set 
aside — JPraciiee, 

Pbactice ... ... 408 

eOTJRT-FEEB ACT (VII OP 1870), sec. 7, sub-sec. 4, cls (c) a^d id)Sdt for 
declaration and ^ injunction — Valuation for (he purposes of Court-iees and 
junsdiction—Mejection of plaint as not properly stamped. 

Bee JuBisnicTiON sa« o«» ««» 267 

COURT-SALE- — Family property’— Division under an awaid— H up se of residence — 
Frohlhition of sale by a co^shaur of his portion to an outsider’— ’Fre-cmption— 
Construction — Frohihition not efetime, 

PnE^EMPTioisr ... 567 

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE (ACT V OP 1898), secs. 162, m--Indian 
Fvidence Act {I of 1S7^), secs, 21, 157 — Evidence — Adi/iissihiiiy of endence— 
BtaMments made by witness to Police and Fanch — Statements made by the 
m&fiess as accused htfore Committing Magistrate— Witness deposing to different 
ddty hrfote Sessions Court — Corroboi aiion of the deposition before the Committing 
f Magistrate by statements made before the Police and the Fanch — Investigating 
Fobwe Offeer— Deposition of as to statements made by witnesses to him — Exami^ 

^ pation-in-eMef — Fractice and Fiocedurel] During the tn^il of an accused person 

the Sessions Judge admitted into evidence and used against the accused the follow- 
ing statements : (1) statements made by a witness to the Police implicating the 
accused, (2) the same witness’ statement to the Panch, (3) and his statement as an 
^ f moused person made before a Magistrate, and (4) statements made by the co-acensed 
ip the Police* The witness, when he was examined before the Committing 
h ; Magistrate, gave a cons^^^^^ but he deposed to quite a different version 

; ? • ' ' f ? • when he was examined in the Sessions Court, The learned Judge disbelieved the 
V, / obanged story, and he used the witness’ statements to the Police and his statements 
‘ as an accused person and his statements to the Panch, by way of corroboration of 
^ what the witness had stated to the Committing Magistrate. The accused was 
sentenced. On appeal ; — 

i admit statements Nos. 1 and 2 for the purpose 

statements No. 3, for only the statements of witnesses made to 


t) that it ^as an error to admit statements Nos. 1 and 2 for the purpose 
statements No. 3, for only the statements of witnesses made to 
,^<pct;nan be corroborated in the manner contemplated hy section 157 
Act, 1872. Previous statements might he used to corro- 
ma^ at the trial i not to corroborate statement 


4 . 
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@) Tkat Btatementsi No# 2 were altogetker inadmissible as evidence o£ tlie 
aecused*s guilts for tkey could at most be regarded as admission by tbe co-acctised 
wkiok could pohsibiy be used against kimselfs but could not be proved and used 
agamst the accused. 

The Investlirating Police Officer ought not to be allowed to depose in exami- 
nation-in -chief to what the witnesses stated to him. It opens up an undesirably 
wide field for cross-exam maiion and leads to the attention of the Ootut being 
diverted and distracted from the true issuer. Moreover it is conlraiy to the plain 
intention of section 162 < f the Code of Oriminal Procedure, wkiek is that such 
statements should be used, if at all, on behalf of and not against the person under 
trial. 

Emperor v. Akbab Baboo ... (1910) 34 Bom. 599 

CEIMIFAL PEOCEDURE CODE (ACT V OF 1S98), slcs. 109, 123, 897-^PeM^ 

Oode {Aci XLV ^1860), 329 — Concufrent sentences — Con'^f^eutine sentences ] 

The accused u as proceeded against under section 109 of the Criminal Procodiue 
Code, and sentenced on the 6th July 1909, imdei section 129 oHhe Code, to 
rigorous imprisonment for nine months," in default of security for good behaviour. 

He was then tried for an oflence of theft committed by him in No^rembei* 1908, 
and was, on the 17th August 1909, sentenced to suffer rigorous impiisonmont for 
thiee months: the second sentence was diiected to take effect on the expiry of 
the first sentence. 

that the two sentences ought not to lun consecutively; but must run 
coucuirently. 

Emperor d* Aejun «•» «•« ... (1909) 34 Bom. 326 

■ SEC, 195 — Sanction to]pro- 

semte — Order granted ly &inqh Judge — Jowets of Full Court to remhe the 
mnetion — Ftdl Court not an Appellate Court — Fresidenty Small Oaube Courts 
Aet {XV o/i882), secs. 37, 38. J Where a sanction to prosecute has been granted 
by a Judge of the Presidency Small Causes Couit at Bombay, the Full Court of 
that Court has no power to revoke the sanction. 

Per CEJ.N]>ArASKAEt J.— The language used in sections 37 and 38 of the 
Piesidency Couit of Small Causes Act (XY of 1882) does not appear to be 
appropriate for the purpose of conferiing appellate jurisdiction upon the Full 
Court. 

Fer Batcemzoe, J . — The Jurisdiction conferred by section 38 of the Act is not 
appellate, but revisional only. 

BhiyIiAL Pabha, In re •« ... (1909) 34 Bom. 316 

— ^ — SECS. 195, 47S^Sanction 

to prosecute’^Suhsequ&rd order to prosecute passed under sec. 478.1 The grant 
of a sanction to prosecute to a private individual under sectiou 195 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code, 1898, is no bar to the subsequent institutaon of proceediiigs by 
the Civil Court itself under section 478 of the Code* 

Qmen'-Emprms v. Shanhat (1888) 13 Bom. 384, followed, v 

Emrebob Naoji OrauABUAi ... ... (1909) 84 Bom. 88 

- — SBC. 4%-^Mgh 

Oriminal reuuional jurisdiction — Interference on questions of law-^Mndinqs of 
facts mhen can he questioned* 

Bee Hios Cot/Ri? •,« 378 

CTOATOE'^ ACT (XIX OF 1841), secs. 3, 4 akb l4r--OatfCs Act (F of 1840)-^ 
D&Mh of represemtathe Tatamdar-^BeceaseJs wiioio representatim VatandM^ 
BeMk of the mdm'^AppHmUon hp ihe marmt heir of the decemei mm 
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VulaifJjar fai jpijsscnhtn --Sn Moul/if, ialculaiion of-~--PiopeHf/ dahieif % 
riffH surccooion'' — upon holemn dec? ca ((tlon—AlfuUmt upon ^oluntt 

ajfinnathon*^ One Kotiai^pa, ropresentartive Vaiandar o£ Desiagat VaUiij died in 
18D2. His '^vidow Basawa was entered on tlie Vaiin Eegister^as repiesantati\ e 
Vatandar and felic held the Vatan property until hci death in 1907. Within 
six mouths of BasawaS death, Khanappa, who claimed to be the nearest heir of 
Kotiappa, applied for possession of the property under the Ouratoi's Act (XIX 
of 1841) and the Judge granted his application One of the o])poneiils to tlio 
application iheieupon moved the High Ooint tinder the extiaoi dinar v jtiiisdictioii 
contending thatj 

(1) Under section 14 of the Cuiator’s Act {XIX of 1841) the provisions of the 
Act could not bo put in force because Hotrappa died more than six months before 
the date of the application, and 

(2) In granting the application the Judge did not follow the proceduic which 
is made iinpoiative by the words of section S of the Curator’s Act (XIX of 1841), 
that isj theie was no inquiry upon solemn declaration of the complainant 
(applicant). 

Held, confirming the order, that, 

(1) The decease of the proputior whose property was claimed by right 
succession” lefoircd to m section 1 1 of the Oiuatoi’s xAct (XIX of 1841) included 
the decease of Basawa because she was, between the death of her husband and 
her own decease, the proprietor of the jiroperty claimed All that was to be 
decided was who should be put into possession of the property in succession to the 
last deceased holder. *- 

(2) The Judge having acted upon the application of the claimant in addition 
to his affidavit on solemn affirmation, the statements in the affidavit furnished 
sufficient grounds for action under section 4 of the Cuiator’s Act (XIX of 1811) 
having regard to the provisions of the Oath’s Act (Y of 1840) 

Bhima-pjpa Xhan A f PA .. ... (1909) 31 Bom. 115 

DAMAGES, MEASUEE in tiansitu — (JIU mate destination of goods 

— Duration of U ansit-^ Fled gee of hill of lading — Sale of Goods Act (50 and 57 
Tie,, 71), sees, 45 and 17. 

See Sale op Goods Act (56 aitd 57 Yic., c. 71), secs. 45 Am 47 ... 610 

BAUGSTEEB, IHHEBITANOE O^-^-^Emdu Laio-Mtialslmra--3amjliten in- 
heriting property from tlieii father — Shares separate and absolute — Tenants- 
in^commonI\ In the Bombay Presidency a daughter taking property from her 
father inherits it as stridhan and daughters take their shares sepai’ately and 
absolutely. 

When the propel 5y so inherited is not physically divided, it is held by the 

I daughters as tenants-in-common and not as joint tenants and there is no siirvivor- 
f ■»' ||l4p between them. 

4 ^ i ^ ' In cases affiecting inheiitance the lule is to adhere to the decisions of the Court 

; i , to which the district from which the case arose is subject. 
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DEBTS— law-—Emdif family firm-—Tm(le-^Manager pnsdnii pmnmory 
mtes m the firm* s name inthout miy advantage to the firm — Minor vo-'^c^ifcener^ 
LiaUHt^ of minor co-panener In sxdt on i^romisw^ notes* 

^eelteBTjJjAW ••• 72 

BECLAEATIOH OF EIGHT, SUIT mR-^FnlU road-mglU of marching in 
procession with a car-— Injunction retraining interference wUh the right. 
Plaintiffs sued on behalf of themselves and of other members of a idigioiis com- 
munity tohai© a declaration of their right of marching in ppcession with a car 
along a particular public road to ceitain temx>les and for an injimctiim lestiaming 
the defendants fioin interfering with the plaintiffs. The defendants contended 
that the plaintiffs had no light to maith along the loacL The lower Conits 
dismissed the suit on the ground tint the road being public the plaintiff s c auhl 
not sue unless special damage weie shown and ])ioved. 

On second ap^ieal by the x)laint*ffs hddi leveising the dcciee and allowing the 
claim, that the suit was not tor removal of a ] ublic nuisance but for a declaiation 
of the right of an individual comniuitity to use the public road. Eveiy member 
of the and e\ory sect has a right to use the public streets in a lawful manner 
and it lies on those who would restiain him oi it to show some law or custom 
having the force of law abrogating the privilege. 

JSailgopashariar v. J Emm Bao (1902) 20 Mad» f070, foUoweJ, 

BisiiiNOAPP i Paku’PA V. Dhaemapfa Basappa ... (1910) 31 Bom. S7l 

, SUIT FOR — Lund held as Samnfani — Ftclsion of ike Imm 

CommissioMT — Finalitg — Exclusion of Jmisdiefion of Chil Courts — Fei^enm 
Juvisliction Act {K of lS7(i)> see, 4, sub-bic. (a), 

iS'fc llrvBNUK JmiisniCTioN Act ... ... ...232 

— — Sepeci/ie Belief Act {I of 1877), s e. 4i2—Oivli 

J^ocedme Code (Act VllloflSSO). see. 16—15 and 10 Vic, c 80, e oO—iSuit 
by plniniiff for e dedamtion thal ike minor cUfeudanl uas not hk son — 
Inte&tigaiion of claim without ddag. 

iSec OiuL PEociDunr Ouhl (Ac i YTIT oi 1'^5'b sfc 15—15 wn 16 
Va s. 60 ... ... ,..670 

— — — Hereditary Offices Ad (Bom* Act Ilf of 1874), 

secs* 25, Death of register at Vatanda^ — Rqm ^eniuilon — IJldesi son or ether 
fiparchf IiHt of the deceased - Jurkdieilon* 

SreUiRtDirAm Onui ^ Aci ... ..•.101 

and injunction, suit mU-^Bejeeiion of plaint as m 

pTopicrly stamped — — Apiplicatlon to state a case to High Courts 
Summary dismissal of appeal^AppUcation for nvuion-^-Jitrudkiwi—Aien 
Act (II of 1864), secs. 8 mid 15. 

See JuuiBDicTiOK •** ««• .#« ••• 267 

DECREE— Cm! Fromdurc Code (Act X/U of 1883), secs* 235, 820— 

Taiukdafs Act (Bom- Jet VI of 1888), secs* 28, 20D and 2dD — Decree against 
faliAiar^Exeeution-'Decrm tramferreil to Tduhdari Betti mmt Offljcer-* 
ffotiftmtion of management — ’Suhnmion hgpersom having cfmms-^Applienthn 
for tlm contimmnee of the ewmution proceedings against the legal representative 
of the deceased fudgmmt-dehior — CerUfkaie under sedim 29J? of the Cujarat 
Talfhdar^s Act (Bom* Ad YI o/i888) — Managing Officer— Taluhdctrl BettUment 


0ee Oivib pKocBniTj|,i] OopF 
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Froeedure Code (Act Vof 1908), 33, Order JX, Rules 6 and 7 

— Administration suit — Xinding on a substantial question of right between 
parties — Appoint^nent of receivers^Finding — Appeal. 

See Cmii PaocEBirBE Cobb 182 

Froeedure Code (Act F o/ 1908), see Wl’-^Beeree of Small Omse 
Court — Moneg lying in deposit in the Court of the First Class Subordinate Judge— ^ 
Attaelment and recovery of money in execution of the Small Cause Court decree — 

Suit in the Court of the First Class Subordinate Judge for a declaration that the 
Qftachnent was imalid and for refund of money — Decree accordingly -Proceed* 
ings in the small Cause Court and order for refund by that Court — Order not 
sustainable. 

See Civil Pbocebtteb Code 135 

Execution of decree — Decree for rent— Suit for redemption— Talcing of 

accounts under the Delckhan Agriculturists^ Melief Act (XYII of 1879)-— 
Besult of account showing that mortgagee overpaid himself from rents and 
profits— Mortgagees right to execute decree for rervif] In virtue of a decree for 
four |ears* rent, passed at a time wlieii the provisions of the Dekfchan Agri- 
culturists* Belief Act did not apply, the plaintiflE (mortgagee) became entitled to 
recover a certain sum from the defendant (mortgagor). After the introduction 
of the Dekichan Agriculturists’ Belief Act, the latter sued the former for redemp* 
lion of the mortgage of the land in respect of "which the xeni-note sued on had 
been ps^sed ; on taking accounts in the way directed by the Act, it was found that 
the plaintiff as mortgagee had overpaid himself from the rents and profits of the 
land. The plaintiff thereafter applied to execute his decree for rent. Both the 
lower Courts dismissed the application on the ground that the plaintiff had 
already recovered more than was due to him as mortgagee from tlie rents and 
profits of the land. On appeal : — 

JSeld^ that the lent decree must he executed as it stood, having regard to the 
fact that the provisions of the Dekkhan Agriculturist’ Belief Act did not apply 
when it was passed, and that the accounts which were taken for the purposes 
of the subsequent decrees were taken for a special purpose — ^that is, for enabling 
the defendant to redeem on favourable terms, and did not entitle him to recover 
any thing from the plaintiff by way of set-off* 

MnuAPPA ». Mahamabsaheb *•* (1909) 84 Bom. 260 

M — Mxemtimi — Step4n^aid of execution — Applications for execution presented 

by assignee of dec^^ee^holder — Dismissal of the application for nonproducilon of 
assig^zmmi deed — Limitation Act (XV of 1877), Art. 179, d, 4 

See Limipatiok Act **« 68 


** ——Bxfcution — Execution made conditional upon payment of Court fees— 
Application for execution without payment — Dismissal— Second appUmtton mifh 
rnmment— Application made in accordance with lam— Limitation Act XV of 

179* 

See Limitation Act .»* f«9 •** 189 

•^Fmmom Act (XXIII of 1871), secs* 6, 8, 11 — Toda giras allowance— 
dse of the rights to receive allowance at a Court sale— The allowanm 
name of f he purchaser— Application by heirs of the pwrekmer to 
Certificate of Oollecton 



*** *'** m 

— J^U^iion for ^ree in 

' ■* Osimm int)m aI 

I ^ 137 ^, sec. m0^ -I i H* 
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cL (S) ] di&missmg tlie second appeal, that wliott the decree of the lower 

Court is reversed or varied in appeal, the decree of the appellate Court becomes 
the decree in the suit which is to he executed in execution proceedings* 

Havliji Saedarmal V , Eama Bhonbi (1909) 34» Bom. 158 

BECEEE — Suit upon moft^age—Iforiqage executed hy aduU memhers of the family 
— Sw^t brought against all members excepting a minor — Sale of mortgaged 
property in execution — Minor seehing to exempt his share from sale — Mepre^ 
sentation of the minor hy the adult members — Tranfer of Property Act CIV of 
1882), 85. 

See Tbaksfer of Fropbett Act ... ««, 854 


, EXEOUTIOX OP-^Ciml Procedure Code {Act XIV of 1882), ^ee. 258— 

Adjustment or payment of decree — Adjustment not ce^ tided to the Courts Decree^ 
holder acting upon the adjustment and receiving money — Application to execute 
the decree — Estoppel by conduct — Indian Evidence Act (J o/1872), sec, 115. 

See Cmn Peooeduee Code (Act XIV or 1882), sec. 258 575 


■ .. — Family property — Bivision under an award'—^Mome 

of residence — FroMhition of sale by a co^sliarer of ^ his portion to an otdsider-^ 
Pre-emption — Construction — Court-sale — Prohibition not effectin. 

See Pre-emptiow •«« ««• f«0 ... 567 

BECBEE-HOLBEB — Civil Procedm^e Code (Act XIV of 1882), see, 26B--^AiJust>* 
ment or payment of decree^ Adjustment not ceriifed to the Court — Becrm^mlder 
acting upon the adjustment and receiving money — Application to execute the 
decree — Estoppel by conduct --Indian Evidence Act (I qfl8f2% sec, 115. 

See Civil Fbocedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), sec. 258 ... ... 575 


, MAJOB, BIG-HT OF, TO GIVE DlSOHABGl-i^mlWto^^ 

Act (XFo/ 1877), «ec. 8, sch. II, art, 179, expl, I-^-Limitatmi^ Xc2f(/X of 1908), 
sec* 7 — M^nor decreelidders — Application for^ execution hy guardian Attain* 
ment of majority hy one decree-holder —Application by guardian takes ef&c 
in favour of all— Bight of the major decree-holder to give discharge in respect 
of the judgment-debt. 

See Limitatiok Act (XV of 1877), £>ec. 8, sch. II, art. 179, expl. I... 072 

BEKKHAX AGBICULTUBISTS’ BELIEF ACT (XVII OF lS79)-‘Smt for 
redemption — Talcing of accounts under the Dehhhan Agriculturists* Belief Act 
{XVll of 1879 ) — BesuU of account showing that mortgagee overpaid himself 
from rents and profits— ^Mortgagee' s right to execute decree for rent — Exectdion — 
Decree, 

See Decree f«f «»« 260 


I 

UAh 


— * — — SEC* 2—Ayri* 

GvdtunsiB—Befmiiion— Interpretation.'] Section 2 of the Dekkhan Agrictilturmts* 
Belief Act (X v II of 1879) gives two definitions of the term agriculturist/^ one 
in clause 1 and the other in clause 2. 

The former applies where a party to a suit is an agrioulturist at the time the 
suit is filed hy or against him. 

The second clause, which gives a special definition of the term agrioulturist ** 
lor the purposes of Chapters 11, III, IV, and VI and section 69 of the Act, is not 
fXhaustive but is merely inclusive and is intended for a special purpose. 

The decision in Mahadm Mamyan Dokhande v. Vinayah Gangadhar 
PwmHiafe (1909) 3S Bom. 504 does not lay down the proposition of law that r 
party to a sul# it not entitled to the privileges of an agriculturist under 

n lM-^6 
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Dekkliati Agriculturists* Relief Act, 1879, if lie was not an agrioaltnrist at tlie 
time the liability in question was inouiTed eren thongb it may be that h© was an 
agriculturist within the meaning of the first clans© of section 2 at the time of 
the suit. 

Damodae Natobam Manubai ... ... ... (1909) 84 Bom. 65 

DBXKHAN AGRICUliTURlSTS’ RELIEF ACT (XFII OF 1879), seo. 2, cm, 2— 
Amending Act {XXIII of \SBl)-^Batnagin Distriet — Mortgage of 1881 — 

SiHi for meouni — AgricnUif^rist,'] The plaintiff whose land and residence was in 
Bitnagiri District executed a mortgage in the year 1881, The Dekkhan Agri- 
culturists* Belief Act (XVII of 1879) which extended to the districts of Poona, 
Satara, Sholapur and Ahmednagar, was not applicable to the Batnagui District in 
the year l8Sl, In the year lb96 the plan itiff brought a suit for an account of 
what was due on the mortgage unde? the provisions of section 15D of the Act 
(XYII of 1879) and contended that ho was an agi iculturist in 1881, that is, when 
the liability under the mortgage was incurred. 

J^eldy that the plaintiff could not sue under section 15D of the Act (XVII of 
1879) as he was notan agriculturist within the meaning of the Amending Act 
(XXIII of 1881). 

The expression then definad by law in section 2, clause 2 of tbe Act (XVII 
of 1879) relates to the time when any part of the liability was mcnried. 

Bhaotab Bamkbishna V, Keishitaji Ganesh ... (1909) 34 Bom. 161 

^ — SEC. 12— Oom- 

^romUe of the case — Oonrfs dufg to record the compromise and pass decree in its 
terms — Pleaders comp'iomising without authority from his client — Client to 
apply to cancel the eompromise.’l There is nothing in the provisions of section 
12 or m any othei’ section of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Relief Act, 1879, which 
expiessly deprives the parties to a suit of the power of entering into a compromise 
and having that compromise recorded under section 875 of the Civil Procedure 
Code of 1882 which is the same as Order XXIII, rule 3 of the Code of 1908. 

A compromise means the settlement of a disputed claim. 

Where a party complains that a compromise effected in his name by his pleader 
was unauthorised, he must move the Court to cancel all that has been done and to 
revive the suit. 

JBasmgowda v. Clmrehigingowda (1910) see page 408 ante^ followed. 

PiEAJi r. Gakafati (1910)31 Bom, 502 


SECS. 12 AND 

IZ’^Metrospcetive effect — Indebtedness existing at the date of the passing of the 
Act, as well asfitture indebtedness.] The plaintiff sued to recover from the 
defendant a certain sum due on a money bond, dated the 17th May 1904* The 
^it was cognizable by the Court in its Small Cause jurisdiction. The bond sued 
i t parsed in adjustment of an existing debt which itself was the bc^nce due 

i , ^ OT *pevious advances. Some of the provinces including sections 12 and 13 of 
' the Dekkban Agriculturists* Belief Act (XVII of 1879) were made applicable to 
; the distriet on the 15th August 1905 and the present suit was filed on the 26th 
“fv ^ Mai*eh 1909. As the several advances which led to the bond were prior in date 
of the provisions of the Dekkhan Agriculturists* Belief Act 
of 1879) to the distHct, the following question arose : — 

section 13 of the Dekkhan Agriculturists* Belief Act (XVII of 1879) 
00 ^ to apply to the case of transactions entered into before the 
' |qh tp.^e; dis^^ suit in respect of which k instituted 

.A® ..,-., ^ ■■ ■■■ r - ^ H • 
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Sections 12 and 13 of the Dokklian Agricnlturisis’ Belief Act (XVil of 18Y9) 
sliow that it was the intention o£ the legislature to open up all transactions 
between the parties having a beaiiiig npon the claim oat of which the suit arises 
from the verj commencement. This is one of the means adopted by the legis- 
lature to carry out the intention expressed in the preamble of lelieving the agricul- 
tural classes from indebtendness existing at the date of the passing of the Act as 
well as future indebtedness. 

SivLAL Jethabhai Bhikxu lUMJAiir (1909) 34 Bom 220 

BEKKHAN AGBICUIiTURISTB’ RELIEF ACT (XVII OF 1879), sec. 15D, 

CL. hj/ mortgagor for account — Application for redemption deefree in 

appeal — Redemption decree passed bp Court in appeal — Decree In the suit — 
Interpretation,'] In a suit tor an account brought by a mortgagor tiuder the 
provisions of the Dekkhan Agriculturists’ Rehef Act (XYII of 1879) the Court 
found that a sum of Es 100 was due by the plaintiff to the defendant The 
defendant appealed. The appellate Court, on the plaintiff’s application th \t his 
suit should 00 treated as one for redemption, passed a decree for redemption 
on payment of Rs. 49-2-0 by the plaintiff to the defendant 

The defendant preferred a second appeal contending that the words ** the decree 
in the suit” in section 15D, clause (3) of the Act meant deciee in the original 
Court and not of the Court of Appeal* 

Meld, dismissing the second appeal, that when the decree of the lower Court is 
reversed oi varied m appeal, the decree of the appellate Court becomes the decree 
in the suit which is to be executed in execution proceedings. 

Xavlaji Sabbaemal v, Rama Dhohbi ,** ... (1909) 34 Bona. 158 

BELAY — Limitation Act (XV o/1877), sees. 6 and ? — Application to file an appeal 
in form^ pauperis — Delap in making the application — Minor applicant — Excuse 
of delap — Probate — Grant of Question of title not affected bp the 

grant — Res judicata — Civil JProceditre Code t^Act V o/1908), sec, II, 

See Limitation Act (XV or 1877), secs. 5 anb 7 ... ••• 589 

IN INVESTIGATION OF OLXmSpeeific Relief Aet (I o/18T7), ^ec. 

42 — Piocedure Code (Act VIII of 1859), 16— 15 ujid 16 Fic., c. 86, 

s, 50 — Suit bp plaintiff for mae declaration that the minor defendant was not Ms 
son* 

See Civil PfiocEDUEB Cobe (Act YHI or 1859), sec. 16—15 and 
16 Vic., c. 86, s. 50 •*. ... ... ... -676 

BEFOSITION, COEEOBORATION OP^Criminal Procedure Code (Act F of 1898), 
secs. 162, Indian Evidence Act (I of 1872), secs. 21, lb7-^Mvideme ^ 
Admisdbility of evidence -^Statements made bp xoitness to Police afd Pcmch-^ 
Statements made by the witness as accused before the Committing Magidffte-^ 
Witness deposing to different story before the Sessions Oourt-~*-€orroboration of 
the deposition hfore the Committing MagistraU hp statements made before 
the Police and the Panch — Imesiigafwg Police Officer — Deposition of as 
to statements made by witnesses to him ^Rscaminatio'n- in-chief -***Praetke and 
proCedwe. 

See Evidence Act (I or 1872), secs. 21, 157 ... ... 699 

BIREOJIONS— jpraciftc®— r/iirdf party procedure-^^DirecUons, refusal to 
Discretion. 

See Thikb Bakty **• m 423 

DOCUMEIJT — exmftim of asmmoH in lim of sermos rondered oi* io ie 

noi sfetmpm or registereS, 

(SeeTKASisi'BS <w Pbobbek Act **• *t* 2S7 
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DOOUMEKTS, INSPECTION QT^ -Cast<^Tfudee of caste fmda-Bxtent of 
uaM to inspect docameiits— Demand ani refiml—Junsdiciim of Civd, Courts 
in cmte^qnesiionS'^Af 2 }Ue<iii>on of Indian Tmds Ad (JI of 
to creation of trusts of caste funds-^Viml Frocedme Code {Act V ofm$h 
8600 151.1 As a result of dissensions m a Hindu caste a suit was meet by tiie 
plaintiff, a tiu'^tee of certain caste funds and member of tbe Managing Committee, 
against the defendant, a co-trustee and the President of that Comxnittee. ine 
plaintiff prayed for a declaration that he had the right to inspect all hoohs and 
documents of the Mahajan Managing Committee, Sub-Oommittee and Trustees, 
and for an injunction restianiing the defendant fiom interfering with him in the 
exercise of such right. The only two documents about which there was any veal 
controversy were the minutes of the Sub-Committee and the correspondence lile 
of the Mahajan. 


HeM^ that as trustee of the Berasar and Sadharan funds, the plaintiff had no 
right, either in law or by virtue of any caste rules, to the roving inspection 
claimed. 

Bmh of Bombay v. Bideman (1908) Bom. 466 at p. 474, referred to. 

MM, fuither, that the Mahajan fund of this caste being a purely secular fund 
the Indian Trust Act applied, and the plaintiff could not clam to have been mode 
a trustee of that fund merely by virtue of a caste resolution and his own letter of 
acceptance. 

Meldi further, on the evidence, that tliere has been no express demand addressed 
by the plaintiff to the proper quarter, and no refusal by the defendant such as 
would be necessary to enable a suit of this character to succeed. 

Meldi further, that where rights to property are not involved all matters of 
internal management must be left to the decision of the caste. 

The question in dispute was in reality a question hotween the caste and a 
section, apparently a small section, of the caste led by the plaintiff, and as such it 
Wag outside the Court's jurisdiction in accordance with decision in Nemchand 
V. Samicliand (1880) 5 Bom. at p. 84 P. N. Lalji SJiamjiv. WaIJi Wardlman 
(1895) 19 Bom. 507, referred to and distinguished. 


. I y lastly, that when according to well established principles ceitain questions 

I U L removed from the juiisdiction of the Court, they cannot ho brought 

iifwWi® the jurisdiction under section 151 of the Civil Froceduie Code (Act 

' ^ ^ JTAESlt i?. Ghapset Gooveeji «•» St. (1909) 34 Bom. 167 


BOMIOILE — for gnardiansUf of minor — Place lohere the minor 
ordinmly resides--^ Jurkdietion-^Guardians and WaidsAct {Yllllof 1890), 
se<f, 9. 

See Guardians and Wards Act «•» «»• «•« ««* 121 


KIEOTMBNT, SHIT YO^'^Smranjam — Inam — Miras {permanent temn 0 f)’*^Demal 
'Pf Satan) amdafs iitle-^Attornment to suece&sive SaranJamdan^^Mstoppel-^ 
^ 1 * 1 1 f io hold 00 mirasi Unant--^-Lvmited interest — AdmrsB possessiom 

(8^e Sabanjah 

.01 MBEXCIPAL OQmQllM)m--Spe&ific Belief Act {I of mil 
-^rrmcMes nf^ hy Sigh Oourt^Mkmoipid 

furuaktUn (ma disere^on of Chief JMp t^of BnmU Oames 
1 ^ 0 ^ Mnmeipal Aset {Som^ Ad III of 1888 m ammded 

Apje iij m 1888 AB AJttNjmh kt 
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ESTOPPEL — Swrmjam — Indm'^Miras (permanent ienamy) — Denial of Saranjmi* 
dar's title— Attornment to successive Saranjamdars] In an ejectment suit 
brought by an Ii^mdar against persons claiming to bold as Miiasi or permanent 
tenants, it was conceded that the Indm rights in the land in suit appertained to a 
Saranjam held on political tenure and that the piesent incumbent of the Saranjam 
was the plaintiff. The defendants resisted the plaintiff^s claim to eject them on 
the ground that the India rights were merely the right to leceive the royal share 
of revenue and that the proprietaiy lights in the soil were, piior to the date 
• of the grant, vested m the grantee of the Inim, bad descended to bis Jieirs inde- 
pendently of tlie Inim and fuinisbed the leasehold or Mirasi light. 

Meld, that the defendants’ contention involved the denial of the title to the 
reversionary lights in the lands in the defendants* occupation of the successive 
fcaianjamdars approved by Government. The defendants had, however, been 
continuously paying lent for their holding to the successive Saranjamdars includ- 
ing the plaintiff. They were thus estopped by attornment from disputing the 
plaintiff's title. 

Vasudev Daji v. Bahaji Manu (1871) 8 Bom. H C R. (A, 0. J,) 175 and Doe 
dem, Marlow v. W%gg%ns (184B) 4 Q. B. 367, refeied to. 

Teimiuk Bamchandea V* Shekh Gulam ZiiiAnx (1909) 34 Bom. 329 

by COmVQT--Cwii Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882), sec. 258--^ 

Adjustment orjpayment of decree— Adjustment not certified to the Court — Decree^ 
holder adiug upon the adjustment and receiving money — ApjglieaUon to mmeute 
the decree— Indian Evidence Act (I ofl8T2), sec* 115. 

See Civil Peocedure Code (Aor XIY of 1882), sec. 258 575 

EVIDENCE ACT (I OF 1872), secs. 21, m—OrirnM^ Frocedwe Code (Act V 
of 1898), secs* lb2, 288 — Evidence — Admissibility of evidence Statements made 
hy witness to Police and Panch — Statements made by the witness as accused 
before OommUtmg Magistrate— Witness deponnq to different story Ufore Sessions 
Court — Corrohoratian of the deposition before the Committing Magistrate bp 
statements made before the Police and the Panch — Investigating Police Oficer— 
Deposition of, as to statements made hy ivhtnesses to him —Ehamination^in-diief 
— Practice and procedure*] During the tn^ of an accused poison, the Sessions 
Judge admitted into evidence and used against the accused the following state- 
ments : (1) statements made by a witness to the Police implicating the accused, (2) 
the same witness’ statement to the Panch, (3) and his statement as an accused 
person made before a Magistrate, and (4) sktements made by the co-accused to 
the Police. The witness, when he was examined before the Committing Magis- 
trate, gave a consistent story ; but he deposed to quite a different veision when he 
was examined in the Sessions Court. The learned Judge disbelieved the changed 
story, and he used the witness* statements to the Pohee and his statements as an 
accused person and his statements to the Panch, by way of coriohoratioh of what 
the witness had stated to the Committing Magistrate. The accused was convicted 
and sentenced. On appeal 

Meld, (1) that it was an error to admit statements Nos. 1 and 2 for the puitiose 
of corroborating statements No. B, for only the statements of witnesses made to 
the trying Court can be corroborated in the manner contemplated hy section 157 
of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872. Previous statements might be used to 
c»rroh orate or contradict statements made at the trial ; not to corroborate state- 
ment made prior to the trial. 

(2) That sisaiements No. 2 were altogether inadmissible as evidence of the 
accused’s guilt, for they could at most be legarded as admissions by the co- 
^coused which could possibly be used against himself, bUjt could not bo proved 
and used against the accused. 

The Investigating Police Officer ought not to be allowed to depose in examh^ 
tion-itt*chi^ftu*Tyhat the witnesses stated to him. Itopena up an nudesirably|V|^ 
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field for cross-examination and leads to the attention of the Conit Being diveited 
and distracted from the true issues ^ Moreover it is contrary to the plain intention 
of section 162 of the Code of Ciiminal Procedure -which is that such statements 
shonld be used, if at all, on behalf of and not against the person under tiial. 

Empuboe V , Akbae Badoo ... «.» ... (1910) 34 Bom 599 


EYIDENOE ACT (I OF 1872), sbo.^ ^2—lVrhUen agreement Sale-cked-^Coniem- 
jsoraneous oral agreement to treat it as mortgage — Absence of f ratal, misrepresent- 
ation, ^e^—Oral agreement cannot he pleacted.} Where iDal'ties enter into a sale- 
deed with a contempoianeons oial agreement to treat it as a moitgagc, itibnot 
Open to either of them to plead the oral agreement in absence of fraud, misiepre- 
sentation or failure of consideration or the like reason rendering the sale void. 

Sakgira Malappa V . Bamappa ... ... ... (1909) 84 Bom, 59 

■ " SEC. 115 — Civil JPfOcednre Code [Act XIV of 

1882), sec. 258 — Ae^jmimeni or payment of decree-^Adjiistment not certified to 
the Cmri-^Dteeree-holder ojetbig upon the adjnstmmt and receiving money — 
Application to escecuie tlve decree— Mstoppel by conduct'] A decree was adjusted 
outside the Court, Ko notice was given to the Oonit of the adjustment ; and its 
sanction was not taken under section 258 of the Civil Pi ocednre Code of 1SS2. 

The decree-holder received payments under the adjustment and after some tima 
applied to execute the decree irrespective of the adjustment. The judgment-debtor 
pleaded the adjustment as a bar to execution. The decree-holder contended that 
the adjustment not having been certified to the Court, it could not recognise it as 
valid, but was bound to execute the decree The Suboidinate Judge overx tiled 
the contention, holding that as the decree-holder had, after the adjustment, 
received for serveral yeais moneys under it, he was estopped by conduct under 
section 115 of the Indian Evidence Act, 1873. 

Meld, that the view of the Subordinate Judge gave the go-hy to the plain 
language of the last paragiaph of section 258 of the (Jml Procedure Code, I8b2. 

There is no room left by the law for the opoiation of the law of estoppel in 
tie tnatter of execution. The last paiagraph of section 358 enacts a special law 
^ j fot a special purpose, whereas section 115 of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872, 

J |l ||seM#iothe general law of e&feoppel ; and the principle is that a special law 
I i If ^ I h’fteides for its purposes the general law. 

: i ler CMAtfi>AVASKAiR, J**— Fraudulent executions of decrees must he discoUl aged 
by the Courts whenever they come to their notice; and decree-holders, who enter 
freely into adjustments outside the Couit and do not certify them as required by 
law, but fiauduiently apply for execution, ignoiing the adjustment, should he 
dealt with under the criminal law. 


Fer Emawn, J. — The purpose of section 258 of the Civil Procedure Code, 
1882, is that the Court shall have complete knowledge of all that is done to-wards 
the satisfaction of its decree. 


Teimiuk Bamkrishna V . Haei Lax man 


(1910) 34 Bom, 575 


V AI)]\IISSIBILITY OP---CrtmmaZ Code {Act V of 1898), 

‘.j , • 162, 2SB— Indian Evidence Act (/ o/ 3872), secs. 22, WI— Evidence-- 

to Eolice and Panch— Statements made by the 
aewed h^ore the Committing Magistmte— Witness deposing to 
itt' e the Sesswns Court— Corroboration of the deposition hfore 

by statements made before the Police and the Pcmch-— 
Officer — deposition of, as to statements made by mitnesms 


689 
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EXECUTION *— V of 1908), $eo* 161 — Decree of Small 
Game Court— Mone^ l^ing in deposit in the Court of the Mr^t Class Suhordinate 
Judge — Attachment and recovery of money in execution of the Small Cause Court 
decree — Suit in the Cotirt of the Mrst Glass SuhordimU Judge for a declaration 
that the attachment teas imalid and for refund of money — Decree accordingly — 
Proceedings in the Small Cause Court and order for refund by that Court — Order 
not sustainable. 

, Sec Civil Peoceduee Code ... ... ... 135 

*^*^'***— -"■ 'Decree— Decree for rent — Suit for redew pf ion— Tali ny of accounts 

under the DeWian AgricuUunsU' Belief Act {XVII of 1879; — Bt'.suU of 
account shouing that mortgagee overpaid himself f tom r^nfs and profits — 
Mortgage 's right to execute dt^oieefor rent ] In vulue of a deci^ec for four 
rent* passed at a time wlien the provisions of the Dchkhan Agricultuiints' Kelitf 
Act did not opply, the plaintiff (moitgageo) became entitled to lejover a certain 
Slim from the detendant imoitgagoi)* After the introducth^n of the Pekkhan 
Agiiculturists’ Belief Act, the latter sued the former for redemition of the 
nioitgage of the land in respect of which the lent-note sued on had been passed ; 
on taking accounts in the way diiected by the Act, it was found that the plaintiff 
as mortgagee had oveipaid himself from the lents and prohts of the land. The 
plamtift thereafter applied to execute his decree for rent. Both the lower Courts 
dismissed the application on the ground that the plaintiff had already recovered 
moio than was due to him as mortgagee from the rents and profits of the land. 

On appeal : — 

Seld^ that the rent decree must he executed as it stood, having regard to the 
f*xt that* the provisions of the Dekkhan Agriciiltuiists* Belief Act did not apply 
when it was passed, and that the accounts which weie taken f<;r the purposes of 
the subsequent decree were taken for a special purpose — that is, for enabling the 
defend int to redeem on favourable terms, and did not entitle him to recover 
anything fiom the jiLiintiff by way of set off. 

Muoappa V . Mahamadbaheb ... ... (1909) 34 Bom, 260 

■ — Decree — SieiJn-aid of execution — Applifations for etecuf ion present- 

ed by assignee of decree Jioldcr — Dbmissal of the application for non- production 
of assignment deed -- Limitation Act {XV of 1377), art, 179, cL 4. 

Limitation Act ... ... ... ... 68 

— — G ujardt TdluMm's Act (Bom* Act FT o/* 1888), sees. 2S, 2QB and 

29B — Decree against Tdluhddr — Decree transferred to Tdluhddri Settlement 
0 fleer — JSfotiJication of management— Submission hij persons hailing claims— 
Application for the continuance of the eaecution proceedings against the legal 
representative of the deceased yudgment~dMor — Certificate under see, of 
the Quyardt Tdluhddfs Act {Bom. Act VI of IBSS)— Managing 
TdluMiM Settlement Officer— Cmil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 188gJ, 

235, 320. 

See OiTii, Pbocedttee Code «« *.* ,6, 14^ 

on Act (XV of 1877), mi, 170— Decree —Execution made 

copAUional upon payment of Court fees — Application for execution mithout 
payment— Dismissal — Second application with pagmmit — Application made in 
mh&riamB mtk law. 

Bee Limitation Act «•« «•« *«• ... 189 

-r — — — — Pensions Act (IXIII of 1871), sees. 6, B, 11— Toda giras allowance 
—Pwchase of the rights to receive allowance at a Court sah—The aUowame 
entered in ike name of the purchaser— Applimtim by heirs of the punkmer 
to receive arrears of mowame—Oertifieate of OoUeetor, 

Bee Pmmm Act ,** ... i|4 
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EXECDTION-'/S'wi^ %pm mortgage-^Moftgage. esceeufed hg aduU members of the 
family — Sidt hrouglii against all members excepting a minor-^Deeree-^Sah of 
mortgaged property m execution — Minor seehing to exempt Jiis share from saU 
— Mepresentaiion of the minor by the adult members --Transfer of Property Act 
(IF# 1882), «eo. 85. 

See Tbansfub oi Peopebut Act ... 354 


~ OP DECREE — Civil Procedure Code {Act XIY of 1882)^ secs, 241, 

232, — Execution — Peath ofJtcdgmenUdehtor — Legal representatives 

of the judgment-debtor brought on record — Dispute as to property — Legal repre- 
sentatims should put forward their claim under sec, l^i—Tkeg cannot raise the 
defence in a separate suit for possession by auction-purchaser — Auction-purchmer 
mi a stranger J] C sned M on a money-bond. M liaving died dnring tbe 
pendency tbe suit, bis widow R and bis brother N weie brought by C on the 
record as his repiesentatives. A decree was passed awaiding the claim out of the 
property of tbe deceased* After the passing of the decree, but before it could bj 
executed, both R and H died. 0 then brought on the record the defendants as 
the legal respxeBentatives of M. The latter denied that they were M’s legal 
representatives or that they had any property of M"s which could be liable tor 
the decree. The Court overruled tbe objections, and in execution of the decree 
attached and sold the property in dispute. The plaintiff purchased tbe property 
at tbe sale and filed this suit to recover possession thereof from the defendants. 
Tbe lowoi Court disallowed the plaintifiE’s claim on the ground that the property 
having been joint propert;^ of IVI and defendants’ survived to the latter at M’s 
death : and that the plaintiff obtained no title at the Court-sale which be could 
legally asseit as against tbe defendants. In the lower appellate Court the 
plaintiff contended unsuccessfully that the defendants were debarred by the 
piovisidns of section 214 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1882, from asserting 
their title. 

Meld, that as tbe property was sold by the Court at C’s instance as that of M , 
tbe question so far was one relating to tbe execution of the decree arising 
/ between the decree-holder and the defendants as judgment-dobtois under section 
of the Civil Procedure Code of 1882. It was, theiefore, a question in 
i I sAtoon to them falling within section 241 of the Code by reason of tbe explanation 
j I ^ Id that applications for the -execution of tbe deci’ee were proceedings 

j I f HWIWi Tbe defendants were consequently bound to object to the attachment 
^ ’ kM sale under that section, so far as the decree-holder’s action was concerned 

qoufetoded that whatever might have been the result, if the decree- 
holder had been a ;^arty to the suit, the present dispute was between the 
auction-purchaser, who was a stranger to the pievious suit and the execu- 
tion proceedings therein, and the defendants, and that section 244 did not 
apply;— 


Meld, that though an auction-purchaser at a Court-sale in execution of a 
deciee was not a party to the suit in which the decree was passed and though 
he was not a representative of either the decree-holder or the judgment-debte 
^ Icr the purposes of section 244, yet if the question raised by the judgment- 
||l d^0t©s to the legality of the Court-sale was virtually one between the parties 
IM between the decree-holder and the judgment-debtor, and if 

that question the auction-purchaser was interested, 
^ffl^«|»dnfnt-debtor ought not to be allowed to attack the sale in a snit* 


Sf|4|WAoaies is whether th© ground upon which the Coxtrt-sale 
the auction-purchaser affects the parties 
h^Ween them been mised and determined under 
though not a party to suit# 

Tn 1 4 I jOf'Itt S4 as*. §46 
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EXECUTION OF THE BEOEEE, APPLICATION FOB— Pmoedure Code 
(Act XIV of 1882), sec* 258 — Adjustment or payment of decree — Adjustment 
not ceHtMd to the Comt-^Pecree-lolder acting upon the adjustment and receiv- 
ing money — Estoppel by conduct — Indian Evidence Act (J of 1872), sec. 115* 

See CiTiii P:eooedube Code (Aci! XIT or 1882), sro. 258 ... 575 

EXEOUTOE— direction io carry on his imde----'Zoss mffered in the 

** cour&e of the biisiness-^Moifgage — Liahility of the csecutor— Testator* s assets 
liable. 

See •*. ••• «»• ••• ... 209 

VAQTOBX ^Municipal Commissioner) permission of-^'TJnauthonsed factory — Oitij 
of Bombaij Municipal Act {III o/lSSS), sec. S90, 

See Bombay Municibal Act •»4 «*» ••• 341 


FAMILY PEOPEETY, DIVISION OF, UNDEE AN AWAED— Ilo^^e o/ resid- 
ence — Prohibition of sale by a co-sliarer of his portion to an outsider — Pre- 
emption — Construction-^Court-sale — Prohibition not effectively An award 
under wliicE family property was divided among eo^sbarers provided that in ease of 
a sale by any of tlie co-sharers of liis portion of the house of residence be should 
sell it to his co-sharer for a ceitain sum and that he should not sell it to an 
outsider until the expiration of two months from the date of a notice in writing 
saying that they (co-sharers) were not willing to buy Subsequently a portion 
of the house belonging to one co-sharer having been sold in execution of a decree 
against him, it was purchased by an outsider. The sons of one of the other 
co-sharers, thereupon, having brought a suit for a declaiation that the Court-sale 
was not binding upon them, 

Pleldf that the term of pre-emption in the award was contemplated^ to attach 
to sales made privately and willingly and not to attrehmont and sales in imitum 
the judgment-debtor. 

ViTHAL Naeayak V. Maeuti Naraian ... ... (1910) 34 Bom. 567 

FINDING— Procedure Code (Act Vof 1908), sec. ^d. Order XX, Edes 6 and 
^■.^Administration suit—Emduig on a substantial question of fight between 
parties— Appointment of i'eceivers — Decree — Appeal, 

See CiTiii Prooebxtre Code ... ••• •** 

FIEE INSUEANCE-X^a5^% of Company for further loss. 

See InsurajStce, Fire ... ... ... I 

FOEMA PAUPEBIS, APPLICATION TO FILE AN APPEAL IN— 

Act (XT of 1877), secs. 5 and 7— Delay in maUng the applmtim—Mmor 
applicant ----ExcMse of delay — Probate — Grant of probate— Question of title not 
afected by the grant— 3udicata*-W»e7 Procedure Code (Act V of I9w), 
sec* IL 

See Limitation Act (XV op 1877), sbcs. 5 and 7 ... 

mmP-^Vivil Procedure Code (Act XIT of 1882), acc. m-^Adjustrnent or pay- 
ment of deme— Adjustment not mtified to the Court— Decree-homt actmg 
upon the adjustment and receiving money — AmlkaUon to execute the decree— 
Estoppel by conduct — Indiarb Evidence Act (I of 1872), see, 115. 

^ccOiviii Pbooedurb Conn (Act XIY op 1882), sic, 258 .■*. 575 

FULL COUBT— Xol an Appellate Court* ^ , 

See fzMimmY Smalt CAuan Ooobts Act |#s41n 


•I 



eiKlRAL INDEX. 


GIFT — &empfmn of assessment zn lien of services rendered or to he rendered — 
I>ocument granting escemption not stamped or registered — Sale-^Mindn law--^ 
Nihandka—Begistration Act {III of 1877), 5e(?. 17’-^Tmnsfer of Property Act 
(Zr^l882),4?ea.55(6)(5), 123. ^ 

See Teanspee or V&oumTY Acr *•* ••• ... 287 


^ff indu Law — AUemtion hg widow ^Consent hy^tlie body of reversioners — 

Transfer for legal necessitg-^Transaction for consiUratlon—Partml relin- 
gvislment hy widow. 

Bee Hindu Law **t ... ... ... X65 

POWER TO law-- Wahf--'Olft-^Pi>seniial elements 

fortfaliditg — Power ofr&oocation — General pi tnciples— Vc&ted remainders. 

Bee Mahomebah Law ... ... ... ... 004 

GOODS, ULTIMATE DESTINATION OP'^Stcppage in transitu— of 
trmsif--M$asure of damages-^BuIe of Goods Act- <SG and 57 Vic*, c, 71), 

45 and 47. 

See Bale oe Goods Act (66 and 67 V'ic., r. 71), secs. 46 and 47... 640 

GOVERNMENT LAND — Zand Acquisition Act {I of 1894) — Land ” — Acquiu-^ 
tiqn of outstanding interests where Government owns fee* simple. 

See Land Acquisition Act (I or 1894)— “Land” ... ...618 


, RESUMPTION OF SHETSANADI LANDS m--8hetsanadi 

lands^-^Eules framed mder Act XI of 1862 iBomhag)*--Government continuing 
the shetsanadi lands to iliefamtlg who is discJiaiiged hy Government without any 
fmlt on Ms part-- Continuance on condition of faying full suneg assessment on 
the Igmd^BuhsequeM resumption of the lands hg Government, 

See Bhltsanadi lands ... ... ... ,,, 550 



GUARDIAN — liaHHtg of guardian ad litem of a Imiatic to pay costs incurred 
‘ cessarg appeal. 

See Costs ... ... ... 374 

SP 4 .ND WAEDS ACT (VIII OT 1890), seo. 9~AppUeaUon fw 
of minor— -Jurisdution.— Domicile— Place where the minw 
^ One PanacLand, a Jain inhabitant of Kapadwani in tha 

A^e^sA ©istocit, lived in Lis l^ottse at tbat place. He died leaving him 
Sttmving a widow and two sons, Lalk and Wadilal, the latter a minor, who all 
Lved m the house. Panaehand’s widow died ahont a year after him. Thereupon 
Pteachand*s house and a shop at Kapadwan] were sold and Lallu with his 
minor brother Wadilal went to Baroda in May 1906. At Baroda Lallu embraced 
Lhnstiamty and placed his minor brother, who was also baptized, in the American 
mission Baording PIouse at that place. Afterwards Lallu renounced Christian itv 
f clandestinely removed his minor brother 

*S ^ Boarding 

f Ahmedabad. The minor lived at Ahmedabad till the 16th March 1909 

™ ^ ^a.y he was removed from Ahmedabad at the instance of the 
f Mission at that place, and taken to Baroda. 

1 April 1909 Lallu presented an application to the District Court at 
as guardian of the minor's person. The 
^ a| Whose instance the minor was taken back to Baroda, 

which’ was beyond the 
no jmpistotion to entertain Lallu^S application 
(VI Cl of 189()). TbS Court 
ffr fee 
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the guardian of the minor’s person and property, on the ground that as the 
minor lived with his father till the father’s death at Kajadwanj which was within 
the fiirisdicrtion of the ("oiirt} and as the minor’s domicile followed that of his 
father which was Xapadwanj, the minor’s domic ilo was in British India and he 
ordinarily resided within the Court’s juiisdiction. 

Eeld^ on appeal by the opponent, setting aside the order, that the question of 
domicile was wholly in elevant to the question of jurisdutiom The minor was 
living at Baroda and had no other place of lesidcnce* Ho had lived at Baioda 
for three yeais with the exception of twenty-eight days. Therefore Baroda was 
tlie place where the minor ordinarily resided within the meaning of section 9 of 
the Griiardians and Waids Act (VIII of 1890). 

lIoBEiiT Wari) (Efv.) V* Vekhand ... . 1 , (1909) 34 Bom. 121 

GUAEBIAN, POWER Q-F^-Limitation Act {XV of 1877), sec. 8, scK II, art 179, 
expl. I'-^Limitation Act (XZ qfl90S), see. 7 — Minor decree-holders — AppHca* 
tionfor execution hy guardian — Attainment of majority by one decree-holder — 
Application by guardian tales effect in favour of all — Bight of the major decree'* 
holder to gke discharge to the judgment-debtor in respect of the judgment-debt 

See Limitation Act (XV of 1877), sec. 8, sch. II, ab-t, 179, exte. L 67'2 

, APPLICATION FOR EXECUTION Act (XF qf 

1877), 8, sch, II, art VJ'd, exph I— Limitation Act (/X o/ 1 908), 7 — 

Minor decree- holders — Attainment of majority by one decree-holder-— Ap- 
plication by guardian tales effect in favour of all — Bight of the major decree- 
holder to give discharge to the judgment-debtor in resped of the judgment-debt. 

See Limitation Act (XV of 1877), sec, 8, sch. II, aet. 179, expe. L 673 

GUJAEAT TALUKDAE’d ACT (BOM. ACT VI OF 188d), sios. 28, 29B and 
'‘dd'Et — Civil Pi oeedure Code {Act XIV of IBB2}, secs, 235, B20— Decree against 
Tdlulddr — Execution— Decree imnsfet red to Tdluhddri Settlement — 

Botifleation of management— Suhmusion by per sons having claims— Application 
for tho continuance of the OACGUtion proceedings against the legal representative 
of the deceased judgment-debtor — Certificate under sec 20X of* the Cujavdt 
Tdlulcddr's Act (Bom. Act VI of ISSB)— -Managing Officer— TdluMdri Settle- 
ment Officer.'] When execution proceedings are commenced against a judgment- 
debtor, they can he continued after his death by substituting the name of the legal 
lopresentative in place of that of the deceased jndginenb-debtoi xi the a^xplication 
for execution. It is not necessary to hie a fie&h application under the provisions 
of section 235 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882). 

Mh achand Marjivandas v. Easturcliand Xasidas (1893) 18 Bom. 224*, explained* 

The effect of section 29E of the Giijaiit Tilnhddr’s Act (Bom, Act VI of 
1888) is that before the execution of a decree can be proceeded with, the Gourfe 
must be satisfied that Bie decree-claim has been duly submitted. If the omeer 
certifies that it has been duly submitted there is an end of the matter. If he does 
not so certify, the Court must wait for one month from the ^ date of the receipt by 
the officer of an application for a certificate, and upon being^ satisfied that tl^ 
clann has been duly submitted in accordance with the provfiions of section 29B 
of the Gujardfc TMukdfir^s Act (Bom. Act VI of 1888) it may then proceed with 
the execution. 

The expression “ managing officei ” in section 29B of the Act is merely a 
compendious term for ** the Tfilukddiu Settlement Officer or any other officer 
appointed by Government to take charge of the Talukddr’s estate and keep the 
same in his management ” referred to in section 28 of the A<^, and where the 
officer who takes charge of the estate and keeps the same in his management xe 
the Tfilpkdari Settlement Officer, the managing officer” is merely a tyhonyW 
for “ TdluMdri fetUement Officer,” . 
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Where an application relating to a claim is presented to the Subordinate «3 iidge 
and is forwarded by him to the Tdlnkddri Settlement Officer, it amounts to a 
miBmission of the claim in writing within the meaning of section 29B of the Act, 
if the Tdlukddri Settlement Officer is also the managing officer. 

PiJETJSHomM Eajbai ... ... (1900) at Bom. 142 

HEBEDITAEY OFEIOES ACT (BOM. ACT III OB 1874), secs. 25, SS^Deatk 
of registered Vatandar--Bejpresentation--Mde8t sou or other nearest heir of 
the deceased — Suit for deelaration — JtmsdtcUon,'] Section 25 of the Hereditary 
Offices^ Act (Bom. Act III of 1874) imposes the dnty upon the Collector of 
determining the custom of a Yatan and what person shall be recognized as 
re|resentatiTe Yaijandar. 

A suit for a declaration that the plaintiff is the nearest heir o£ a deceased 
representative Yatandar is maintainable under section 36 of the Act iiotwith- 
- standing that it is manifest that the declaration is sought for the purj^ose of 
establishing a fact which would enable the plaintiff to have his name entered 
m the Yatan Begister. 

EahiHkhak ' 0 . Badamiya ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 101 

HIGH COUBT — Vriminal revkional Jurisdiction — Jnte'iference on questions of law 
-^■-Mndings of facts when can he questioned — Crhumal Procedure Code (Act Vof 
1898), ^ec. 435 — Indian Penal Code {Act XLV of 1860)> secs, 511, 124A— 
Attempt to commit offences-**- Attempt to commit the offence of sedition— IntentioUt 
a questimi of facti Itistbe settled practice of the High Court of Bombay to 
refuse to interfeie, in the exerche of its revisional jiirisdictioD, in regard to 
findings of fact, except on very exceptional grounds, such as a misstatement of 
eyidence by tbe lower Court or the misconstruction of documents, or the placing 
by that Court of the onus of proof on the accused contrary to the law of evidence. 


Queen^Bmpress v. Sliehh Sahel JBadrudm (1883) 8 Bom. 197 ; Queen-Pmpress 
t, Mahomed Easan (1886) Unrep. Cii Cas. 244; and Queen- Empress v. Chaaan 
JOagaram (1890) 14 Bom. 331, followed. 


I ^ Indian Penal Code (Act XLY cf 1860) all that is necessary to 

I } an attempt to commit an offence is some external act, something 

lind ostensible of which the law can take hold as an act showing progress 
tbwws the actual aommission of the offence. It does not matter that the pro- 
gress was ifilirrtpW. 


An attempt to publish sedition is complete as soon as the accused knowingly 
sells a copy containing the seditious article. It is none the less an attempt 
foecause something external to himself happens which prevents a peiusalof the 
article by the buyers or any other member of the public. 


In cases of sedition, the question of intention is one of fact. 

Mmmon u, Gahesb: BAtVAisr Mobak (1909) 34 Bom. 378 

son— Illegitimate son—Vatan— 

\ ^ ^ hj reversioner for declaration as nearest heir— Widow 

Act {XV of 1877), ari 120.1 
I governed by the Mitakshara an illegitimate son cannot inherit a 
ptefeiwe to. legitimate heirs. 


a declaration of heirship to a vatan does not accrue until 
of the last male holder of the vatan, the widow having a 
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BINDtJ LAW — Adopt Ion — Mother's skier's son also fathAs hntlmr^s bo}k'\ The 
adoption of a mothei's sister’s sob is invalid, oven itoiigli he may also happeu to 
he fathei’s brother’s son. 

The prohibition against the adoption of a sister’s son, a daughter’s son and a 
mother’s sistei’s son is geneial, and not confined solely to persons who aie neither 
Sapindas nor Sag’otras* 

^ Mamchandra v. Gopal (1908) 82 Bom. 619, followed. 

Walbai tJ. Heebbai ... ... ... (1909j 31 Bom. 491 

A lienailon hy ividoiu-^Consent hy the body of rerer loners ^Trans- 
fer for legal iiecessiiy — Transaction for consideration — Gift — Partial relhi'^ 
qiiishmmt hy widowi] The general principle which prohibits a Hindu widow’s 
alienation of immoveable property otherwise than for legal necessity is relaxed 
in cases where the consent of the whole body of persons constituting the next 
reversion has been obtained. The reason for the relaxation is refeiTed to the 
principle that the consent of the xjersons who would be interested in disputing 
the transfer affords good evidence that the transfer was in fact made for justif 
ing cause, that is, for legal necessity. 

Bajrangi Singh v. Manoharniha BahhsJi Singh (1907) 30 AD. 1 and Yinayah 
v. Q-ovind (1900) 25 Bom. 129, followed. 

The operation of tho ])rinciple is ordinaiily limited to tiansfers for considera- 
tion and cannot be extended to voluntary transfers by way of gift where there 
is no room for the theory of legal necessity. It should not be extended to cases 
where the widow has made only a partial relinquishment of the estate. 

Pimi «?. Babaji ... ... ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 165 

family Jim — Trade — Manager passing ptommory notes in 

tJiefm*B name without any advantage to the firm — Minor coparcener — Idc^ 
hllity of minor coparcener in suit on promissory note 9.} One H. persuaded N. 
who was the only adult male member of a joint Hindu firm cm'rying on an 
ancestral trade to sign certain promissory notes in the name of his ancestral 
firm. N. signed the notes without the knowledge of the other member of the 
firm and without any advantage to the firm. The notes were subsequently 
endorsed by H. to B. who advanced moneys on them to H. 

On a suit by B. to recover the arrount due on the notes from N.’s firm K*, a 
minor coparcener, pleaded that he was not liable. 

Meld^ varying the decree of Heaton, J., that the minor’s share in the firm was 
liable. 

Ber CMAWl>ArAMAatf J. — ^Tinder Hindu law a joint family,^ which carries 
on a trade handed down from its ancestors, becomes a trading trade 

being one of its hulacjiarae (duty or piaotice) it attracts to itself au the 
necessary incidents of trade. 

The rule of Hindu law that debts contracted by a managing member of a 
joint family are binding on the other members only when they are for a family 
purpose is subject to at least one important exception. Where a family canies 
on a business or profession, and maintains itself by means of it, the member 
who manages it for the family has an implied authority to contract debts for its 
purposes, and the creditor is not bound to inquire into the purpose of the debt 
in order to bind the whole family thereby, because that power is necessary tor 
the very existence of the farady. 

Where a minor is a copai’cener in a joint family his share in the family 
property is liable for debts conti^ted by his managing copaicener for ainy 
family purpose or any purpose incidental to it. If tho faniilj is a trading Wn, 
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iho same rule must apply with this diifeicnce that the tevixm family/ purpose or 
purposes incidental to must hare given way for the expression trading purpow 
or purpose incidental to it having regard to the nature and objects of the family 
■business. Ihe cu dilating of a negotiable instrument is in the case of a joint 
family, trading as a fiim, necessaiy foi its existence and its purposes The minor’s 
share is therefore bound by it since it constitutes an obligation of the firm. 

Per Batoiibzor, J, — In establishing the legal relations of a joint firm the 
Courts treat it as a hind of partnership and apply the principles of that law. 

The test to be applied in cases of this kind is rather the apparent authority of 
the manager than the actual necessity of the family, foi while there is no absolute 
necessity for the family to trade at all, when once the family trade is admitted, 
all usual acts done in the normal course of carrying it on may bo considered 
necessary to the trade 

Bighunathji Tibachahb r . The Bane oe Bombay (1909) 84 Bom, 72 

HINPB Maintenance — Maintenance allowed hy will of Jiu<$hand to wife — 

Tlnchastity of wife after hushand^s death — Maintenance not ajfected — Wiioto-^ 
TJmhastity — Starring maintenance,} A Hindu widow was entitled to mainten* 
ance at the rate of Es. 24 a year under her husband’s will. After the husband’s 
death, the widow led for some time an unchaste life and gave birth to a child ; 
but since then she remained chaste. She sued to lecover maintenance allowed 
to her under her husband’s will. It was contended in reply that the plaintiff, 
on account of the unchaste life which she had led for some time after her husband’s 
death, had forfeited her right even to hare or starving maintenance. 

Beld, negativing the contentions, that though the annuity was gTanted by the 
will ‘^maintenance” that word could not be understood as imposing any 
eondition or restriction so as to cut down or extinguish theiright to Es. 24 a year 
given by the will. 


The rule that the wiU of a Hindu must be construed with due regard to Hindu 
habits and notions applies only where there is ambiguity. Caution must be used 
it must be adopted only where a suggested construction 
{ ^ ^ idouptfnl language leads to manifest absurdity or hardship. 

n I ^ J I She general inlo to be gathered from the texts is that a Hindu wife cannot ho 
I f ^ Wdlutely abandoned by her husband. If she is living an unchaste Me, he is 
to keej in the house under restraint and provide her with food and 
liimenf just sufficient to support life ; she is not entitled to any other right. 
If, however, she repents, returns to purity and performs expiatory lights, she 
becomes entitled to all conjugal and social rights, unless her adultery was with 
a man of a lower caste, in which case, after expiation, she can claim no more than 
baxe maintenance and lesidence. 


J^onanma Y- Timannahhai (1877) 1 Eom. fi59j Valu v. Ganga (1882) 7 Bom. 
84? and Vtsimu Skambhorj v. Manjamma (1884) 9 Bom. 108, discussed. 

Baeami «?. Mahabevi ... ... ,,, (1909) 34 Bom. 




* Mitahshara-^Damhiers Inheriting prope9*ty from their father--- 

mrnret separate and ahsolute--Tenants4n-common ] In the Bombay Presidency 
a daughter taking property fiom her father inherits it as stridkan and daughters 
V we their shares separately and absolutely, ® 

ihe pioperty so inherited is not physically divided, it is held by the 

tenants and there is no suryivor- 



to adhere to the decisions of the Court 
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HINDU Is^KW'^Mitalislham-^Mayuhha^Kmnathis — Zaw go^&ermng Kam<Mlih 
who Um m Bombay — Succession — Amcxtdhe^a Strldhan — Bre/ermce hetwe&n 
husband and son horn ofadulkrous intercom se — Bhudras — Borms ofmarnaae — 
Tresumption as to Tlie Xa-matliis, settled in Bombay, are governed for 

the purposes of inheritance by the law of the Mitakshara and the M lyakha, where 
they agree : but were they differ, the Mayxikha law must prevail 

The sindhm of a female devolves on her death upon her husband in preference 
'** to the sou bom of her by adulterous intercourse. 

The law will, oven among Shudras, presume the marriage to have been according 
to the approved forms if the paities belonged to a respectable family. 

JiGANNATii E-AGHgNATH %u Nabayan ... ... (1910) SI Bom* 65^ 

— Nihandha — Gift — Sale — SxempUon of assessment in lieu of services 

rendered or to he rendered — Dociment granting exemption mi stamped or 
registered — Megistration Act (III of lS77)t sec* 17 ^^Transfir ofBropmtvAct 
(JF 0/1882), 55 (6) (h), 123. 

See Tjsansfeb oi? Pbopeety Acr ... ... ... 287 


— Bariiiion — Ce'i tain family property allotted to one branch of the 

Jamily'-^Suhsegif^ent purchase of the allotted property hj a member of mother 
branch with his own money — ^Exclusion hy the purchaser of the other memb&r 
of his hranch’^Selfacquidtion*2 Certain family property was allotted to a 
member of one biancb of the family m virtue of a compromise. It was subse- 
quently purchased by a member of the other branch with his own money which 
was not part of the joint family money. The purchaser did not intend by tho 
purchase to merge the property in the joint family property and excluded his 
Brother from it. 

Suhsequentl) the brother having brought a suit for jiariition claimed a share 
in the property piuchased by the defendant along with a share in the other joint 
property. 

Meldt that the plaintiff was not entitled to claim a partition subject to tho 
right of the defendant to ictain an additional quarter shaie for himselt, but that 
the property purchased by the defendant became his self -acquisition. 

BaJABA «». TBIArpAE VlSHYAljrATII ... ... (1909) 34 Boui. 100 


— Succession-- Stridhan—Anvad/ieya-Soiis and daughters succeed 

equally— Among daughters immarried have preference— Maynhhaf] A Hindu 
female, governed by the Mayukha, died leaving property which she inherited from 
her father, under a deed of gift subsequent to her marriage. She left her 
surviving three daughters and one son. A dispute as to succession having 
arisen 

Meld, that the property being mvadheya stridhan, should be divided equally 
among the son ana daughters : with this difference, ^however, as to the latter, that 
thb unmairied should have pmference over the married. 

A^kaiai v» Meji Tyeb Maji RahimtuUa (1882) 9 Bom. 115 and Bitabai v. 

. Wasmtrao (1901) 3 Bom. L. B. 201, followed. 

' ? Day abbas Laubas v* Satiybibai ... (1909) B4 Bom. 885 


WILLS AOr (XXI OE 1870), seos. 2 astb ^—Indian. Succession Act 

{X of 18651 see, W—'Admimstrator-Gemrars Act (/I of 1874), sec. 36— Will 
made in Mmhy— Property worth less than Ms. 1,000- Frohate—Admtmsimtor^ . ^ 
Gemrod's cm^tmmteA A w&l made in Bombay is subject to the provisions of tjil ; 

r - li A 
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Hindu 'Wills Aot (XXI of 187Q) and a person claiming as a legatee under tlie 
will is not entitled to sue without taking out probate as lie would be bound by 
&ectioa 187 of the Indian Succession Act (X of 1865) which is incorporated in the 
Hindu Wills Act (XXI of 1870). 

Ihe provision of the Administrator-Gonerars Act (II of 1874) is not affected 
by the incorporation in the Hindu Wills Act (XXI of 1870) of section 187 of the 
Indian Succession Act (X of 1866). 

Naeayak Sheiuhae «?. PANDUEAKa Baputi (1910) 31 Bom 60G 

lMhM.--^8aranjam — Miras (permanent temnetf) — Denial of Saranjamdar^s title — 
Attornment to successive Saranjamdars — Bstoppel'-^Oiaim to hold as Mirasi 
imant’^Limited mtei est-^Adverse pouession . 

See Saeamam ... ... ... 329 

- ‘COMMISSIQNE B? DECISION OE — iMnd held as saranjam — Miclusion of 

j%nsdict%on of Civil Courts — Mevenue Jurkdietion Aoi(X ofl870\ see, 4is mb* 
sec* (a)-**-Act XI of 1852. 

See Bevenue dUEisnicnoisr Act . . ... ... 232 

LAND — Bombay Zand Btvenne Code (Bom, Act V of 187^), sees* 3(11) 

and 'Survey Settlement intioduced into Inam village — Innmdark name 
entered a9 Khatedar — Permanent tenant of the Inamdar before the settlement’'*** 
Inamdark right to enhance rent 

See Lai?d Blvekue Code (Bom. Act Y or 1879), secs, 3 (11) 

AND 217 *♦. ♦»* ••• ... ... 686 

INAEDAB, BIGHT OP, TO ENHANCE mm-**Bombay Imd Bevemce Code 
(Bom* Act V of 1879), sees* 3 (11) and 217 — Survey settlement introduced into 
Inam village — Immdxrk name entered as Khatedar — Permanent tenant ojf the 
^ Inamdar before the stithment. 

I , See Land Betenue Code (Bom. Act T of 18T9), secs. 3 (11) and 217 . 686 

, jtolAN COMPANIES ACT (YI OF 1882), secs. 128, 129, 130 and 131— 

for amount not immediately payable — 
Mlw of company — Indian Companies il<?^(F’/ <^'1882), 

'.'iigse'^r 128, 129, 130 mi 131 — Scheme of arrangement — Practice*] The definition 
1/ ^ of “ dubf in section ISO of the Indian Companies Act (YI of 1882) is quite 
distinct ffdih ffle having of the word “^creditor''. A creditor** is a person to 
whom money is owed by the Company. Whether he can claim immediate 
payment of that debt or his right to demand payment is deferred by his agreement 
with the Company to a future time, he still remains a creditor. 

If the petitioners can satisfy the Court that the Company on a general perusal 
of its balance sheet cannot i^af its debts, in other words, that its assets are nob 
guffieient to satisfy its liabilities, that will enable the Court to order its winding up. 

^ If au arrangement can be arrived at between the Company and its creditors, 

I i { m would be desirable that an attempt should be made to give effect to that 
. ^ , arrangement But any scheme or proposal by the Company 

i itself afloat cannot be discussed with any chance of success unless the 

up order is made. It is only after the winding up order is made that a 
creditors is able to bind the minority. Otherwise 
any Arrangement which has appeared 
^ co-creditors. . 




'Companies Aot, in tm- mattee op" the- 
Company and in the mattee ^ of 

" s*'*v*' j » f I ^ '■ "****' .'(19091' -533 
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INDIVIDUAL COMMUNITY, RIGHT OP, TO USE PUBLIC -ROAD—PmU 
road — Sight of marching in proeegnon with a ear-^Suit for deolaration of 
right — Injunction rcitraming interferenos with the right- 

See Public eoab, EiaH® to use ... ... ... ... 571 

INHERENT 'SO'Wm^—Pmefiee-QoiiH-Oomp romi^e-^Compromuo amniei to hy 
pleader not specially antlioriBed in that helmf^Decree in terms of compromise^ 

^ Decree set aside* 

Bee Peacmce ... 408 

IKHER1TAN*C]S, RULE OF — Hindu Law^Mitahshara — Daughters ^nheritincf 
property from their father — Shares separate and absolute — Ttmnh4n-eommoni\ 

In cases affecLiiig inlieiitance the rule is to adhoie to tlie decisions of the Goni’t 
to wMch the district from which the case aroso is subject 

Bee Daugothes, ineebitance of 510 

IHJlJlsrCTIOH— road-^DjlgM of marching m procession with a car— Suit 
for declaration of rights Injunction restraining interference with the right* 

Bee Fubeic soab, bight to use 571 

IHStJEAlSrCB, FIBS— -iiaca MUty of Company forfmthef loss* 

Der CsANDAVAMKAJR, J',— The loss or damage by tire which is Insured agaiiist 
in a policy o£ insurance cannot include loss caused by deterioration of the 
property insured consequent on neglect (if any) of the Insurance Companies to 

. take care of it if they have taken possession. A loss so caused is not an inevi- 
table or direct consequence of the mischief by lire It is only wheie mischief arises 
from &e (in lire insurance cises) aiid fiom penis of thesei(in mauno insurance 
cases) and the natural and almost inevitable consequence of tliat misclucf is to create 
further mischievous results that underwriters become responsible foi the further 
mischief so incurred. 

Montoya v. London Assurance Company (1851) C Ex, 451 at p 4?8j rofeired to. 

Der DATOltJOZOli) P—The loss insmed against is limited to the loss by fire 
(which includes the loss by water in e\tinguishing the fire) and cannot con- 
veniently ombiace all possible damages, however remote, which could by ingenuity 
be tiaeed up to some connection with the fire as the ultimate causa shie gua non* 

It is impossible to hold that damages arsing from the alleged negligence of 
Insurance Companies while in possession aie pioptily claimable in puisuance of 
the contract of insunuce, for whereas this contract refeis only loss bj^ fire, 
those damages would arise from an origin totally diiferent and wholly distinct 
and separable from the liio, namely, a neglect of some duty imposed oh the 
companies after the lobs by file or water had become an accompli Aod het 

AftAB Assumamcm OoatPAKr, Limited «?. ijtMBBBHoy Habu^bhoy,.. 

(ims) n Bom* 1 

mfENflON— Indian Fenal Code (Act XLVof 1860), 51t, mi— Attempt to 

mmmit offemes-^-AUmpt to commit the ofmee of sedition-^ Intention, a pmtion 

B^e High Couit •«* ».* **• ... ... 378 


rsrVE^GATING POLICE OEFlClK, DEPOSITION _ MADE fO—Griminai 
iPiAieedure Code (Act V of 18i}8\ 163, 288 — Indian* Moidenog Aet {I gf 

1872), sons, 31, 157 — Hvideme—AdtnudbiUtv of emdenoe—Statments made iv 
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Deposition of as to statemenU made witnesses to him '^Mvamination-in-cliief 
— Fractke and procedure, 

See Cejminal Procedure Code (Act ¥ of ISQS), seos. 163, 388 ... 599 

rOINDEP OE PARTIES — Won^joinder of some of the partners — BuU cognizable 
hy Small Causes Court brought in High 0 our t-^-Dracihe— Jurisdiction. 

Jurisdiction «• ... ... 1^ 

JUDG'MENT — Order of Judge refusing to decide loliether arhitrators are going 
beyond scope of their anihority--‘Appe(xl-— Const ruction of siihniss Ion to arhitra- 
iion — Letters Datent^ 1865, cl. 15. 


See Letters Patent ... ... X 

JTJDGlMENT-BEBTOEyPtfm^ property — Division under an aioard-^House of 
residence -^Frohihition of sale by a eo^sharer of Im portion to an outsider — Fre~ 
miption-^ Construction— Court^sale — Frchlhifion not effective. 

See Pre-emttion ... ... ... ... ... 567 

JEBISBIGTIOlSr — Ade7i Act (II of 1864), secs, 8 and 15 — Court-fees Act (YU of 
sec.^i suli-sec, 4, els. (c) and (d)— Suits Valuation Ak {VII a/ 1887), 
sec. S— Civil Pi^cedure Code (Act ATFo/1882), sec. 551 — Qidl Procedure Code 
(Act V of 190S), sec, IW— Valuation for the purposes of Court fees and jurisdic* 
iion — Suit for declaration and injunction— Eejection of plaint as not properly 
stamped — Appeal — Application to state a case to Righ Court — Summary dis- 
, missal of appeal— Application for revision^] The plaintiiS broiiglit a suit in the 
Court of tbe Assistant Eesident at Aden for a declaration of lieirship and an 
injunction with reference to certain property of the value of upwards Es. 50,000. 

The claim being for declaration and injunction was, under the provisions of tlio 
Court-fees Act (¥11 of 1870), section 7, sub-section 4, clauses (c) and (d) valued 
by the plaintiff at Es. 130 upon which the prescribed Court-fee stamp was Es. 10 
only. The Assistant Pv-esident rejected the plaint on the ground tha4 it was* not 
' -ptop^ly stamped. 

; Against the order of the Assistant Eesident the plaintiff appealed to the 
ij;lQsldent at Aden, and on the 33rd September 1908 presented an application 
:f//^;^te^section8ofthe Aden Act(II of 1864) to state a case to the High Court 
,eerUin questions specified in the application. The .Resident, ho?/ever, on 
' day, that h on the 24th. September summarily dismissed the annpnl 
J ? - finder sectiefi 551 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 1882). The iudo-ment 
dismissing the appeal was read out to the plaintiff on the 7th October followino* 

; . when she attended the Court. 

i The plaintiff, thereupon, preferred aa application for revision to the Hiah 
.Court praying that tte order dismissing the appeal might be quashed and tlfat 
, fehe Besident be required to state a case. • 

i V' iisA^stion ?iOTing_Misen as to whether the High Court had iarisdiction to 
; O'^er passed by the Resident in the esercise of 

i ' ;his Civil jurisdiction under the Aden Act (11 of 1884 ), exercise ot 

° regarding eases to be stated 

the decision of fte High Court under the provisions of section 8 
^ 1864) the Eesident s Court is subordinate to the High 


i aeConrt.o£ the Eesident 

S r^nlfttwns in foroo in 


fir- 
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pvovisions of tlw Suita 

Valuation Aotp 11 of 1^87) are « tlio law lor the time being for the valuation of 
claims 111 the Courts of the Resident of Aden. ' 

claim being valued at Rs. 130 according to 
*>“"2 “ according to 

^I>e requirements of 

dmnn^^thf plaaiitil a right to 

thr^it ease upon any question of fact or law ariAsing in 


Bhimbai Jamalbhoy Maexam Bikte Abbttl .., (1909) 3 -t Bom. 207 

JURISDICTION— 47jp7ieotw» for gmrdiamUp of minor— Domicile— Place volm'e 
me minor ordinarily resides — Guardians and Wards Act {VIII cf 1890), sec* 9, 

^ee Guaedians and Waeds Act ... X21 

IleredUarp Offices Act {Bom* Act III of 1374), $ee 5 . 25, 36-- 
Death of registered Yatandar — 'Representation — Eldest son or other nearest 
heir iff the deceased'^Smt for declaration* 

JS'ee Heebditaet Offices Act *..101 

- ’Land held as sarmjam — Decision of the Indm Commissioner'--^ 

Mmality^ Suit for declaration of title and possession — Revenue Jurisdiction Act 
(Z of 1876), 5CC. 4, suh-sec. {a)'-Act XI o/ 1852. 

Bee Ee VENUE Jueisdiction Act ... ••• 


; — - — •^Letters latent^ clauses and lA— Cause of action arising 'partly 
mtlim jurisdiction — Further cause of action arisinq uiiolly ouisidejurlsdietmi-^ 
MndeT'^Tipie of applicaimh^ An application under clause 14 of tbe Letters 
latent to join a further cause of action arising wholly outsido the jurisdiction, 
can be made in a case in which leave to sue has to bo obtained under clause 12 ; 
nor IS there anything in clause 14 to show th«at this application must be m^ido 
before the plaint is filed. There is nothing to prevent the plaintiff making the 
application at any time before the hearing, but it would certainly be advisable 
for him to make it at the time the plaint is presented. 

John Geoege Dobson v. The Keisi-ln^a Mills, Ltd. ... (1910) 34 Bom. 564 

™ Fractice'—JPresidcncg Small Cause Courts Act {XT of 1882), 

sec* 22 — cognimhlc hy Small Causes Court brought in High Court — Non- 
joinder — Contract of sale made subject to rules of Rice Merchant^ Association^ 

Rule ousting jurisdiction of Court of law — Rule providing for fiaing vaida rate 
of goods for purpose of ascertaining differences in case ofnonfiMimemt of con- 
iract--Bmi by _ buyer for damages for non-delivery— JFlea that no damages 
recoverable having regard to rate fixed — Allegation "bg plaintiff that rate fixed 
was^ not binding inasmuch as the rules loere not observed — Constnuciion of rules — • 
Rrincipal and agent — Agent's power to hind his principal to arbitration — Indian 
Contract Act {I^ff 18?2), sec, ^BSale^—Tenderi] The Bombay United Eice 
Merchants’^ Association was a commercial body of which most of the principal rice 
merchants in Bombay were members. Its rules were printed and circulated and 
they prescribed a certain form of contract which was very generally used in 
dBombay. By these rules a Sub-Committee was nominated “to decide all 
disputes which may arise as to contracts and do all other business relating to 
contracts.^’ It was also provided that the “exclusive authority” to decide all 
such disputes should be the said Sub-Committee and tho Association and that' 
no party should, be at liberty to go to Court with respect to any matter connected 
-^with sUch conti'acts except to enforce the decision of the Sub-Committee and the 
Association. ' It was further provided that the Sub-Committee should keep, a . i ‘ 
record of the daily fates and on the last day of the mida should fc the 
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late (/, tlie Biarket laie of the day) on the basis of wliich differences should le 
calculated wbich became payable in cases in which contracts were not carried out. 
The plaintiffs who were rice njeichants in Eangoon were not members of the 
Association, but they employed agents in Bombay, who were members, to pur- 
chase rice for them and on the 24th ISTovomber 1906 the<s© agents bought from 
the defendants 1,S40 bags of rice at Bs. 9 per bag deliverable at the ^aida of 
Magshir Sud 1963 {t e . fiom the 18th NoYember 1906 to SOth November 1906). 
The contract which was in the printed form framed under the rules as above- 
mentioned contained the following clause — Tins contract is made subject to 
the rules of the Bombay United Bico Mei chants’ Association. Each party is 
bound to act in accordance with the same. For deliveiy at this vaida a large 
number of the members of the Association had made contracts of sale. The 
plaintiffs and a few others were purchasers and they were apprebensive that in 
setiling the vaida rate the interests of the buyers would be disregarded in favour 
of thosc^ of the sellers.. They accordingly wuote to the President of the Associa- 
tion calling upon Mm to see that no interested person was allowed to act on the 
Sub-Oommittee for fixing the mida late. In accordance with the practice a 
general meeting of the Association was held on the SOth November 1906 at which 
after discussion a special Sub-Ccmmittee w^as appointed to fix tbe late consisting 
only of three pesrons one of uhom was not a member of the standing SuM 
Committee and another of whom had large contiacts of sale due at this mida. 
This Sub-Committee fixed the late at Bs. 8-11-0 per bag. The plaintiffs alleged 
that it should ha\e been fixed at Es. 9-2-0 or Bs. 9-4-0 per bag which was the 
real market rate of the day ; that the rate fixed was dishonestly fixed iu the 
interest of sellers j that the Sub-Committee was not constituted according to the 
ndes, two members of it being ineligible, one because he did not belong to the 
standing Sub-Committee and the other because he was interested in fixing a low 
rate, afid they contended that for these reasons {inter alia) they were not bound 
by the rate fixed. They had duly demanded delivery of the rice contracted for 
md the defendants failed to give delivery and the plaintiffs now sued for the 
difference between the contract price (Es. 9) and the market price on the 30th 
t Nctember 1906. The sum claimed as damages was less than Es. 1,000. 

* i <|^j^ndants pleaded*— 

I ? I ¥ f i j jJ » ■ 

H iWfe haying regard to section 15 of the Civil Procedure Code (Act XIV of 


j.fP^.Aud section 18 of the Presidency Small Cause Courts Act (XV of 1882) the 
^ ^ 4Uit U0t maintainable in the High Court. 

'■I ft? '4 ^ pteain- alleged partners of the plaintiffs not being parties to the suit 

; : it should be dismissed for non- joinder. 

o. That having regard to the rules of the Association which provided a 
remedy in case ot disputes among its membeis and foibade their going to 2aw, 
the pJamtifis were piecluded fiom suing at Jaw at aU events until they had 
' , exhausted the remedies provided by the rules, 

the plaintiffs irere hound by the mida rate fixed by the Sub- 
, Y CJohitiprttee appointed by the Association. ^ 


High Court had jiirisdiotion and that the suit should pro- 

'^^*3 proved, but nevertheless the suit could 

\ t 3ue at law notwithstanding the provi- 
' .^'^Jhirmg all. disputes to>e 

of »emhers#o; 
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(4) That at the iBeetiiig of the Association held on the SOfeh !N’o?eiaiber 1C*06 
the plaintifs (throngh their agents) had consented to the appointmeBt of a Suh- 
uommifctee of thiee perhons to hx the mida late and that they were therefore 
bound by the rate then fixed. 

Any stipnlation that the award of an arbitiatoi* shall be accepted as final 
restricts the rights of contracting parties to invoke the aid of fclie oidinary Courts 
and to that extent is Toid. 


The effect of section 28 of the Indian Contiact Aol (IX of 18/2), section 21 of 
the Specific Relief Act (I of 1877), read with the related sections of the Indian 
Arbitration ^ Act (IX of 1399) and of the Ci\il Procedure Code dealing with 
arbitration is that a peisoii may not contract himseli out of his right to have 
recourse to Courts of law but that in the event of any party having made a lawful 
agreement to lefer a matter of difference to aibitiation as a condition precedent 
to going to law about it, the Courts will leeognise the agreement and give effect 
to it by staying proceedings in the Courts. 

Mulji Tejsiis"© V. Haksi Devbaj ,,, (1909) 34 Bom. 13 

i U RIBDICTIOH-— Small Oaim Courts Jet (IX of 1887), sees. 16, 

27, 32, sell. II, c/s. (2) and (3) — S%tH for the ‘teooverg of certain sum repre’- 
seuttii^ a share In flie produce of imrnoveahlB pToperty-^Coanizanoe hy €hf 
Court of Small Causes-- Decree dnal— Appeal 1 A smt for the recovery of 
Es. 12-11 6 represoiiting plaintiff's share m the produce of Immoveable pro- 
perty is a suit for money had and leceived to the plaintiff's use and is cognisable 
by the Court of Small Causes and the decree m such a suit is final Under 
section 27 of the Piovmcial Small Cause Courts Act (IX of 1887), 

Notwithstanding its finality an appeal was pieferred to the District Court of 
Ahmedabad, wMeh Court enteriained the appeal and reversing the deoreo allowed 
the plaintiff's claim. The defendant, thereupon, preferred a aecond appeal 
and at the hearing prayed that the second appeal might bo tioafcd as an applica- 
tion for revision under section 115 of the Civil Proceduie Code (Act V of 1908^ 
on the ground that the Distiict Court acted without Juiisdiction in entertaining 
the appeal. The respondent (plaintiff) urged that a second appeal lay: and 
further that by reason of the conduct of the parties and tho fact that the 
appellant (defendant) had not objected to the Jurisdiction of the Distuct Court, 
it was too late m second appeal to take the point, 

Meld, that the District Coint had no Jurisdiction to try the case and the 
conduct of the parties could not give it jurisdiction. 


ledgard v# Bull (1886) L* E. 13 I. A. 13 1 and Mleenaloshi Xeddoo V’* 
mmiya Sasfrl (1887) L. B. 14. 1. A. 160, referred to. 

Deciee of the District Court reversed and that of tho first Court restored* 

DAVnATsiHHJi (Mahabaka Shbi) V. Xachab Hakxr Mor. (1909) 34 Bom. l7l 

BmiiMion of conjugal rigUs—Valmtim ofclam-^furkUHiom 

of Second Class SuborMmte Judge to entertain the suit — Bombm Ciml Qmrts 
Act (XIV ^1869), SBC* 24 — Suits Yaluedton Act (VII of 1887), sec. 11* 

See BESrirnsioB m CoBjrnnAi* EtOHiJS ... ... 236 


procedure Code (Aed V of 1008), sec* ^4 — Pomlag ChU 
Courts Act (XIV of 1869), Part V^Smt cognizable ^eard hy the First Class 
Sakordinate Judge — Application tothf Cou^t qf the fiktr^et Judge for tranqfet^ 

« L ^ i if fm appUcdtihn hJM Amkiocd Judge-^Order oftjm Assmtmf iWft ^ 

^ I (kmi-^Jurisdzetiont^ * ^ ^ ^ 
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JTJEIBBICTIOX OF CIYIL COmiH^^Caate^Tnistee of caste fmch-^mterd of 
^ nglitto hispect chciimenis—Dimand and refusal— Jurisdiction of Civil Courts 
tn caste-t 2 tiestion$—J 2 >pUeatim of Indian Trusts Act {II of 1882), secs. 5 and 
6, to creation of trusts of caste funds— Citil Procedure Code (AU F of 1908> 
sec. 151. V ' 

See Trusts Act (II op 1882), secs. 5 a^nd 6 ... 457 

IlAM AT H IS Ptindu Law MAtalcshara — ALayuhlia — Law go vcr^iing Piamatkis tu/w 
Uve in Bomhay— Succession— Amadheya Stridlmi— Preference letween hmUnd 
and son hern of adulterous intercourse— Bliudr as— Forms of onarriane—Pre- 
S'umption as toform^ 

^06 Hindu La-w ... ..,,553 

KHATEDAH, li^^MDAHS FTAME EiNTEBED AS — Bomheoj Land Pevenue Code 
(Bom. Act r of 1879), secs* 3 (11) and 217 — Sui'^vey settlement introduced 
into Imm village— -Permanent tenant of the Inamdar before the settlement— 
Inamdaf s right to enhance rent* 

See Land Eevende Code (Bom. Act V of 1879), secs. 3 (11) 

AND 217 ... ... ' ... ... 030 


LALi^D ACQUISITION ACT (I OF 1804) — ‘‘LAND” — Acquisition of outstanding 

inter osis toJiere Government owns fee-slmfle.'] Per Chandavauxab, J. To 

acquire a land [Sc. under the Land Acquisition Act J is not necessarily the same 
thing as to purchase the right of fee-simple to it, hut means the purchase of suchi 
interests as clog the right of Government to use it for any purpose they like. 

The definition given to the word “land^^ in section 3 {a) of tho Actisnot 
exhaustive The use of the inclusive verb “includes” shows that M 

legislature intended to lump together in one single expression — viz. “land” 
—several things or particuLys, such as the soil, the buildings on it, any cliaro-os 
: on it, and. other interests in it, all of which have a separate existence and are 
capable of being dealt with either in a mass or separately as the exigencies of 
each ease arising under the Act may requiiu. 


iil: 


; V L Government are not debarred from acquirirg and 
only cutstyding interests merely because the Act, which 
contemplates all interests as hold outside Government, directs that 
Jfi'l; compensation, based, upon the market value of the whole land, must 

be ^dMtIhuted among tlie claimants. In such circumstances there is no in- 
mperabl^-qbjBCtion to -adapting the- procedure to the case on the footino* that 

the outstanding interests, which are the only things to be acquired, are the'^only 

things to be paid for. ^ 

In THE MATTER OF THE LaND ACQUISITION Act-ThE GOVERNMENT OF 
Bombay v . Esufali Sadebhai ... ( 1909 ) 34 

— SEC, Compensation— Tcdtiaiion of 

property Flements to he considered — Pvidettce before Acquisition 
income of a property whether actual or imaginary is no 
fcme^x^gpieed starting points for a valuation, butiit is a mistake to 
y is the only dement to be taken into consideration. 

endeavour to arrive at the market value 
ut mi hj^tetical rent may work grave injustice to the owner, 
which a value in tho market not for the 

i^Wpve^ed but for the advantages a^nd enjoymeiit , which 
.-l^e^dentr^ property^ — ^in the;; sense of property 
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and materials at iheh- disposal ^ ^ information 

In the matter OE liANH AootttqT'T'tav' An^n t 

MBNt AHD SlTEHAS-AND ^ IHB MATTEa OF GfovERN- 

LAND POE AGEICULTURAL PDEPOSEi-r 

tUreonUmUr hi Mr \Zo 7 ~^ f/ 

Code {Bom,. Act V of 1B79), sec. 48. f Statute Bomlag Land Iteeenue 

See Bombat Laitd EEVEurrE Code 

^EEYENUE CODE ffiOM ACT V ni? ^Q“n^ *** . '*’ "' 

^reep settlement introduced into /»««» 1— r 

IKlMtedar —Permanent tenant of the Inamdae' \i.fn JTr T^°'tn entered as 

right to enhance rent."] Section 217 nf flm t> i ^ ^^Icniieni—lnamdar's 

Act T of 1879) is not reSed in i?, Code (Bom. 

It invests “tke holders of all lands” in^a^siSed 

and imposea^pon them the same rasponsibilitioA in msW 7f li,^¥ 

oocnpation that occupants in unalienated viUaS Cve! ‘ ^ ™ ■ 

is Sde toough to iLkde^Sn a tL^nWh” has fXfefiSo 

occupant. entered into possession under an 

Nanabhai Basibhai o. The CoitEOTon of Kaiba ... n 9 io> g,. Rom roe 

LAW GOVERNING KAMATHIS IN BOMBAT-r/- .. r ^ ® 

^ap^^ha—KamatUs— Succession— AnvadhetJ I‘=‘^—MUahsTiam— 

IhtsToand and sonlxyni of adiilUerous intercourie ' 81 mrl Aotween 

Presumption as to form. ^nteicourse-Muclras-Forms of marriage- : 

^ee Hindu Law 

LEGAL PEACTITIONERS DniA" Off r„ rs ... ■" •.. 55S 

•««. b, p.«., s„.„ u ‘ 

^(?<3 Lahd Acquisition Act (I OP 1894) 

P^^oodure Code (Act Zir Jm 
24:^, 2o2j 647*~-D(?<?/*e0 — -^xcoiitioii Ty&afJs n-f a-li tj 

sentatims of the judament-deltor hromht on rIcoid—fT^it^^'°"''~i‘%^.‘^^ 
put forward their claim under sec.u\-Thev eanS Ilf ^ 77 ^ “? T 

See Gmi Procedhee Code (.Act XIV of 1882), secs. 244, 252. 647... 646 

«» BoHur MmioiF.1 40, (Bon Jo, m o, 1888), <. 0 , 30B ... 693 

' to, «. b. u,.a. i. , Mio Witt to ,;7-ta,?b. s 
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clause 12 ; nor is there anything in clause 14 to show that this application must 
he made before the plaint is filed. There is nothing to prevent the plaintiff 
maldng the application at any time before the hearing, but it would certainly be 
advisable for him to make it at the time the plaint is presented. 

JoriK GioaaE Bobsoh y. Ttie Keishjta Mills, Lto, ... (1010) S4 Born. 564 

IiETlEBS PATENT, 1865, cl, 15— of Judge refusing to decide ushetlier 

arbitrators are going hegond scope of their authority -^Judgment — Appeal — Con-- ^ 

strucUon of submission to arbitration.'} An order of a Judge dismissing a petition 
to revoke a submission to aibitration on ihe ground that the arbitrators are 
going beyond the scope of the reference is a judgment within the meaning of 
clause 15 of the Letters Patent and as such is appealable. Such an order compels 
a party to submit to the jurisdiction of arbitrators though he complains that 
no such jurisdiction exists. It decides a question of light, namely, whether or 
not he is by the terms of reference to arbitration deprived of his right at common 
kw to have the dispute decided in the ordinary way in a Court of law. It goes 
to |urisdietion and is not passed as an exercise of discretion. 

Ams Asshuakcb OoMPAiiry, Limited v, Aemedbhoy Habib bhoy 

(1908) 34 Bom. 1 

LICENSE — Use hg Railway Company of its premises for storing iimher---I4ceme 
from the Municipal Commissioner for the use not necessary — dig of Bombay 
Municipal Act (Bom» Act IIT oflSSS), sec. 394 — Indian Mailtvays Act (JX o 
1890), 7. 

Bee Bailways Act ... .. ... 253 

%l%^-^Bradice--BksolnUon of partnership^ — Assets in ihe hands of receiuer-^ 
Ju4gment‘*ereditor'-^Charging order — Sotmiofs lien for costs. 

\ Bee SoLiciTOB^s lien bob costs ... ... ... 484 

IJJIITATIOH — Gmil Frocedure Code {Act XIV of 1882), sees. 4*3 and BO-^-Frans/er 
of i^ropertg Act (IV of lBB2)f see, 90— Buit to recover mortgage-debt by sale 
of mortgaged and unhgpothecated propeHg — Decree against mortgaged property 

4 ^ realised not sufficient — Application fur supplemental 

ct 1 1 i ' balance by sale of other propeiiy—Futiing forward allegations 




Tbaksebb of Pboperty Act (IT of 1882), sec. 90 

' ■" act (XY OF 1877), secs. 5 and 7 — Application to file an appeal 

, • in form§. pauperis — Delay in making ihe application — Minor applicant — JSrcii&e 
of delay — Probate— -Grant of probate— Question of title not affected by the grant 
Civil Pr^ocedure Code (Act Fo/1908), IL] A suit filed in 
' ^ . formd pauperis was decided on the lOth February 1908. An application for 
leave to appeal was presented to the High Court on the IStli 

I Apiul 1908 ; but as it was beyond time it was rejected. On an application to 
-ea»Se the delay, it was excused on the ground that the applicant having been 

B , applied. At the hearing, it was 

appeal io. formd pauperis must 
lot section 7 of tire Limitation 

)T the application was treated as 
E the Limitation Act, 1877, the 
t 0 , as an appeal, then under the ^ 
:o a|?pyls,; the- Obuit M jurkV 
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witlim time and tliere was no need of excusing delay because tbe seeMon provided 
tbafc a minor could apply after be had attained the age of majority within a 
certain period. 

The probate is conclusive only as to the appointment of executor® and the 
validity and the contents of the will; and on the application for probate it k 
not the province of the Oonit to go into the question of title with reference 
to the property of which the will purports to dispose, or the validity of such 

• disposition# 

Ohiktaman Vyaneatkao «?* Bamchandua TYANKArno #,# (1910) S4 Bom. 589 

LIMITATION ACT (XV OF 187^r), sue. 8, sch. II, art. 179, bxpi. 

Act (lA of 1908), see» 7 — Minor dccne-hclders — Applieatims for esseoxition 
guardian — Attainmexit of majority hy om decree-holder-- Application by 
guardian iahes effect in favox^r of all — Bight of the major decree-hoUer to give 
discharge to ilie judgment-debtor in respect of the judgement-debt^ Two minor 
sisters, who were born in the years 1881 and 1887, obtained a decree against the 
defendants in May 1900. The minor decree-holdeis were reijresented by a 
guardian appointed by the Court. The said decree was confirmed by the High 
Court in appeal in March 1901. Subsequently the guardian presented applica- 
tions for the execution of the decree in 1904, 1905 and 1906, and while the last 
application was pending the guardian died. Thereupon the decree-holders 
presented an application for execution as majors in 1908. The defendants 
contended that as the elder decree-holder had attained majority, the application 
by the guardian was, as to her, unauthorized and the execution of the decree was 
brrred as against her. It was further contended that as the elder decree-holder 
could from the time of her attaining majority make an application and give a 
good discharge to the judgment-debtor for the decretal-dobi without the con- 
curreuca of the minor, time had, thereiore, run against both under section 8 of 
the Limitation Act (XY of 1877) or section 7 of the Limitation Act (IX of 
1908). 

Held that by reason of the first explanation of aiticle 179 of the Limitation 
Act (XV of 1877) an application made by a representative of one of joint 
decree-holders takes elfect in favour of all Therefore, though the elder decree- 
holder had attained majority, the applications made by the guardian as the 
next friend of the minor decree-holder took efcct in favour of both. 


JBfcldi further, that the contention under section 8 of the Limitation Act of 
1877 or section 7 of the Limitation Act of 1908 was inconsistent with the 
decisions in Qomidram v, Tatia (1895) 20 Bom. S83 and Zamir Ilamm v# 
Sundar (1899) 22 All. 199, the applicability of which ImLnot ceased owing to ^ 
any change in the words of section 7 of the Limitailon Act of 1903. ^ ^ j ^ ^ | ^ ? 

Makchais'b rAEACHAxn u. Kbsaui (iOlf)) Sum. 079 


I, I -r ' - — — SECS. 22, ^B—Ohil Frocedwe Cede (Act 

qf 1882), aec. Bl—Owi! Frocedme Code (Act T o/t908), Grief 1, Mule 9-- 
Zands attached to vaian— Joint otomrs-^Zeme—Leme good im ike death of 
the surviving joint owmr-^Oordon SeUtement of IBM-SuU by r^esmtmlms 
ofoue joint tmmr to recover possession— Mepreseniaiims of the ot^r jemi 
joined m m'^defendants with th npresmtatins of the Irnm—Flmnms 
allowed to the e:tmt of their shafe^Appeal By p^aMffs and co-deJm^U 
’ ^ their shan-^MmUation—Treedment of co-defendmts m co-piamms-f 
tmmt of Pk¥ Poree.’l Certain lands nttaehed to a v^n banged 
■ rm 1W2 tjie- lauds we M By J. 

4eiidetual lease wa^ alto^ted by D* D»‘ preq©^®ed^ v • in toe 

^Msx twelve y^ fiom of t.> m r^pwentotxves broui 

' ■ •r^owyk'ilte WBy T* They soiBg^tb jepovery . 

slU'liiUffiiiff. , .ii ,, ,, jil 

V vj f r-' ■ . ' ' 
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1«, 15, and Ic as the heirs of the mortgagee of the lessee (the original 
1st defendant), against defendants 2 and 3 as the heirs of the lessee 
and against defendants 4 and 5 as the heirs of D. The heirs of defendanr 1 
and defendants 2 and 3 defended the suit on the ground, inter alia, of limitation 
the suit not having been brought within twelve years from the date of the lease' 
Defendants 4 and 5 did not contest thej^laintifiV claim. The first Court allowed 
the plaintiffs* claim to the extent of their share, namely, a moiety on the ground 
that their claim to that extent was not time-barred. On appeal by the plaiutilTs 
and defendants 4 and 5 the latter of whom in appeal claimed their share, namely, 
the other moiety, the appellate Court awarded the other moiety to defendants* 
4 and 5. 

Oh saeojid appeal by the heirs of the mortgagee, 

^ Eeld, affirming the decree, that the whole claim was within time, A Yatandar 
is entitled to alienate vatan lands for the term of his natural life and his 
children although not separate in interest from him have no right to obiect to 

V; i^iich alienation until after his death. 

^ ^ Where a lease of vatan property is effected by one joint owner with the 

consent of the other joint owner, the time for the recovery of the vatan property 
from the lessee runs from the date of the death of the survivor of the loiiit 
lessors. ' ^ 

Defendants 4 and 5 having sought to recover in appeal their share which they 
had not asked for in the first Court, 

Eeldi allowing their claim that they being parties to the suit instituted 
within the twelve years during which their right to a share in the vatan pro* 

• " party, could be efteotiiaily determined, the Court must deal with the matter in- 
contiwersy so fm’ as regards the rights and interests of the parties actually 
brought before it by the institution of the suit. ^ 

. ; , , , A party transferred to the side of the plaintiff from the side of the defendant 

• provisions of section 22 of the Limitation 

, 'Act V pt lo77) apply* 

] y - Eehyoi v. Turapadci Acharjee (1903) 35 Gal, 1065, concurred in* 

defendants 
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(1909) 31 Bom. 91 


:1rjENKATBAO 

It:;:;,;!''’-,';., ' **’ '*•* V, ^ W4J -fc.-'UJLU, 

sen. II, AEI. V2Q-mndi, Law~Sudra,~ 
'ife-ii- ^*'^^f7‘*~^^3‘>'>'‘^‘»>^\son-in<igiiimaie. ,son~Yatan—Suit hi reversioner for 
o ^ Widow of the last male holder ^Vested riuLl 

W.i;;.x«,,4mooest Sudm goyerned by the Mitekshara an illegitimate son cannot inhe^ t ■ 

terally m preference, to legitimate heirs. 

beirship to a vatan does not acorae 
holder of the vatan, the widow 

0 ^»en. i^^esfc in it as the nearest heir, 

■ ... (1909) Si Bom. 
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II, aBts. allomnee— 

'^ fmMoreeomr^ The • plaintiff, ilie msmager 
^ev at^Hulek^, sued to , recover from the, 

wrae- 

the- 




fjV, ■: ; 

l-i’v;.' 
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Held, that tlie claim was propeii}^ allowed, 

i4 '“LSrr SpStr • sriii: j:,rj*'"« xFt- 

^ecomo payable and which have become'’aetiialiy §ne. 
But while theie are more than one parson entitled to the payment as oo-aharer 
and the payment is made to one of them by the nerson liable to mv ^r,!! 
sharer i-eceiviug the amount holds it, minus his share, on behalf of the rest as 
money had and received for their use, though as to Mm with reference to the 
^riolealV reSng\^^^^^^ or immoveable property, in the nature of a 

Tho important question is, who is the person sued and what is it that is sued 

establishment of a title to the right itself 
then article 131 applies, whether the defendant is the person originally liable to 
other^^nni? who lias received payment from that person. If, on the 

tlmjimonnt of arrears, _which has become 


payment from that person. _ Article 181 applies in that case to tho pew4 orirfn- 
paynient'^ *° co-sharer who has^ received ^ths : 

Sakharam Haui V . LAX^nimiYA Tirtiia' Swami ( 1910) 34 Bom. 310 

LIMITATION ACT (XV OF 1877), a’b.t, l7%'--BcGree--Es:eouUon---‘ExeeuHon 
made cmidiUrnal upon payment of Courtfees--- Application for exemtion without 
payment Bismssal-^Secontl ^yplication with payment--- Applimtion made in 
aeeordance with lawA A decree was passed on the SOth June 190) whevohv 
partition of immoT cable property was ordered: but the execution of tho decree 
was made conditional on the payment of tho propar Couii-fees. On the 29tii 
Juno 19Qd an application to execute tho decree was made, but it was dismissed 
and It was not accompanied by payment. A second application to execute tho 
decreo was p>resented on the 27t}i Juno 1906 ; it was aceompauied by payment. 

The lower Courts dipissed it pn tho ground that it was time-barred inasmuch 
as the first application made in 1903 was not one in accordance with law as ' 

, required by article 179 of schedule II to the Limitation Act, 1877. 

Held, that the first application was ma3e in accordance with law) M 
that application, it was competent for the Court to order thy; the execution 
should begin on the Coxirt'fees being paid within a certain date. 

Held, further, that the second application was within time, ‘ 

iBer curiam:— -ku application for execution of a decree to he in accordance 
with law must ask for something toitUn the decree and not outside it.^ 


HaTHUBHAI KaSAHBAS r, PilAKyiTAK Lalohattb 


(1909) 34 Bto. 


Mt I, ART. 179, cn. 4i---H€cree-—Exect^iQn-—Btep-tn- ■ 

-—DumuBal of ihe appUeat^^^ for non-p^odwiion of o^ngnmmt deedA\ A decree 
, .. was passed on the ISfeh October 1894 and an appHcation to execute it was ma4e ’ 
. Ibj'thje; decree-holder on the l6th August 1897. The process fee not having been 
' paid,tbe application was struck off. The second application to execute the 

^ thp ;^^signee'i(^'' the ^ 

' ■ ■• ■;.■ :i.'v 't 7- 
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as h& did not prodnce ike assignment tlie application was struck off on tlie 2Tib 
Ootober 1900. The third applxoation was presented by a of the assignee 

on the 11th August 1903 5 but as neither the assignment nor the mz^htijarnmm 
Was produced it was struck off on the 9feh October 1903. The mulM^ar 
presented a fourth application on the 19th December 1905. A notice was issued 


a payment of Bs, 45 from the pidgment-debtor. On the 11th December 1900 ^ 

the fifth application to execute the deciee was filed. The lower Courts holding 
that the second^ and third applications could not be regarded as applications for 
execution made in accordance with liw, dismissed the fifth application as bailed 
by the Iw of limitation. 

Seli^ that the piesont application was not barred, for the non*prodiiotion of 
the mykhtyarmma and the assignment did not proye that they did not exist 
In fdci 

^ Muhammad Faimllah (1890) 13 AIL 89, followed. 

Tamak u. Ajtatoa yalad Eamji ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 68 

LIMITATION ACT (IX OF 1908), Aur. 106 — Suit for partnerB}d ]0 accounts--* 
Spssijlc assets realised mthm period of l%mitatio%^ If a suit for geneiftl 
partnership accounts and a shaie in partnership profits is itself barred, the 
plaintiff in such a suit cannot be allowed to proceed speculatively against any 
and every partnership asset which may have been realised by the defendant after 
dissolution and within the period of limitation. 

Bbrmusji v. Custom) i Burjorji (1882) 6 Bom. 628, distinguished. 

^ t ^4 MmiMp Stjl^jkak 4?. Bhagwabtpas Viseak and Oo. ... (1909) 34 Bom. 515 

tlJNATIO — Gicdtdian^ adUtem of a lunatic— Personal Uahilii^ of guardian to pay 
^ 1 1 fhsts incurred hg unmeessarg appeal — Qosts^ 

4 1 ^iSbe Costs "... ... ... ... ... ...374 

liMF^-^Achnowlcdgmeni of^ son — JMegitimate son— Zina — Son hy 
l Zeyi%n/sed,] Under Mahomedan Law a person 

a child as a son, when there is no proof of the latter’s legiti- 
birth and his paternity is unknown in the sense that no 
shown to have been his father. It is not permissible to 
heteh of (i. e., fornication, adnlterj or incest), 

w F ^ I AUaMad Kkan v# Muhammad Jsmail Mlmn (1888) 10 Alb 289, 


idfowed. 

, :MUei>a]s*0aheb n . Rajaksaseb 


(1909)34Bbm. Ill 


* W’ahf—Gift—Fssendial elements for validity— Power (f 

principles — Vested remainders} In 1902 a Bhi# Mhho- 
wfcak immoveable property to himself and other 
Ms death for the paymM of apntdties to 
^3 the balance to certain chantl^^, Further clauses 
of Uj tridow her annuity was to certain other 
lie death of Ms daughter a lump sUm wa4 to he giten to 
^uttlor at- any ^ time -to revoke 

th^ property^ ^ In 


mmmm. 
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Seldi tliat tho coriTeyanee in 1903 was invalid. 

Looked at from tke stand-poinf} of the Mahomedan Uw-glver, a private trtisl; 
would be no more tkan a private gift mter vivos tlirougk tke medium of tba 
tmrd party, and tnerefoie subject to all tlie conditions of a valid gift, but eumre 
wnetlier piivate trusts were known to MaUomedan law. 

BmooBe^umv.Mir Ahed All (1907) 32 Bom. 173, discussed and distiu- 
* guisned. 

JiiNABAi E. B. Sethka ... ... (1010) 34 Bom, 60i 

MAINTENANCl--£ftndM! Loxv — Malniemnos allowed hi/ loill of husband to 

Umhastit^ of wife after liushmfs death--- Maintenance mt afeekd—Widoto-^ 
Umhastitt/-Staiving mainiename} A Hindu widow was entitled to mam* 
tenancC at tbe rate of Bs. 24= a year under her husband’s .will. After the husband s 
death, the widow led for sometime an unchaste life and gave birth to a child: 
but since then she remained chaste. She sued to recover maintenance allowed* 
to her under her husband’s will It was contended in reply that the pMntif , 
on account of the unchaste life which she had led for some time after her 
husband’s death, had forfeited her right even to bare or starving maintenance. 

Eeld, negativing the contentions, that though the annuity was granted by 
the will as ‘‘ maintenance ” that word could not be understood as imposing mj 
condition or restriction so as to cut down or extinguish the right to mMa 
year given by the will. 

The rule^ that the will of a Hindu must be construed with due regard to 
Hindu habits and notions applies only wheie there is ambiguity. Caution must 
be used in appljrmg that xule and it must be adopted only where a suggested 
construction of doubtful language leads to manifest absurdity or hardship. 

The general rule to be gathered from the texts is that a Hindu wife cannot be 
absolutely abandoned by her husband. If she is living an unchaste life, he is 
bound to keep her in the house under restraint and provide her with food aud 
raiment just sufdcient to support life ; she is not entitled to any other right. If, 
however, she repents, returns to purity and performs expiatcny rights, she 
becomes entitled to all conjugal and social rights, unless her adultery was with 
a man of a lower caste, in which case, after expiation, she can claim no more than 
bare maintenance and residence. 

Honamrm v. Tlmannabhat (1877) 1 Bom. 559 ; Vain v. G-anm (1882) 7 Bom, 

84 ; and Yuhrn Shamhkog v. Manjamma (1884) 9 Bom. 108, discussed. 

Barami «?, Mahadevi ... (1909) 34 Bom, 27S 

MANAGEB — Einiu Laio-^Einda family firm-^Trade-^MamgeT 

sof If notes in the firiirds name without advmtage to the Jw^^MiW¥ 
parcemr-^Ziahikty of minor co-parcemr in mlt on promk$ory ^ 

8m HiisrntT Law *„ ,♦# ^2 

MAYtFKlHA — Minin Zam--^M{tahshafa’^Kamaihh^Im0 gmmktg EamMhh 
who live in Momhag — Anvadhega sfndhm — Bref^enoe between husband dni 
son bom of adidtetous intercourse — Shndrae^Mfms 
m Uforfh ^ 

, See flittotr Law ... .,v 

ftem tMr 

, fdt%w^SiAre$ ini absotider^XemnMifi^ 

1 4 1 ^ ^ 1 1 1 1 faArdic3?!Ei% *ir ,|10 
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MINOE gmriiansliip of minor — JnruMciion — jDomcik---jPlme 
where the minor ordinarifg reudes — Gmfdime md Wards Act ( VIII of 1800)> 
sec^ 9* 

See Gttabdias^s and Waebs Aci «»• ••* «»» ... 121 

•^ Suk npon mortgage^Morigage executed hg adult memhers of the family^ 

Suit brought against all members excepting a minor^^Decree'^Sale of mortgaged 
property %n mecuhon — Minor seeking to exempt Im share from sale — Mepre-^ ^ 

smtation of the minor by the adult members — Transfer of Proper tg Act (IV of 
l882)j sec* 86. 

See TBAHsrKE ob Pboberty Act •«t *«* ««« 354 

- ■~^CO'"PABOENJSR’*^^t?i<;?t6 law — 'Hindu familg firm — Trade^Manaqer 

passing promssorg notes in the firm^s mnie without any admntage to the flrm^ 
liiahvlUg of minor co-parcener in suit on promissory notes* 

Bee Hikdtt Law ... ... ... ... 72 

— ^pEOE^D*HOLDDE — Limitation Act (XF of 1877), see. 8> sell. II 
arL expl* I— Limitation — Limitation Act (IX of 190S), sec, 7— ■ 

Application for execution by guardian — Attainment of majority by one 
decree-holder — Application by guardian takes effect in favour of all-^Might 
of the major decree-holder to give discharge to the jw^menkdebtor in respect 
of the judgment -debt. 

See Limitation Act (XV of 1877), seo. 8, sck. II, abt. 179, 
E2CFL. I ... ... ... ... 672 

TOSASI TUNANL — Baranjam — Indm---I)enial of BaranjamddV s iitle--^ Attornment 
to^ successive Baranjamddrs — Mstopp€l’--Olaim to hold as Mirdsi tenant-^ 

I Idm%hd intCrest^Advme possession. ^ 

iS'ee Sabaniam ... ... ... ... 829 

' compulsorily registrable — Megisfration by mistake in a 

I I wron^ bgoh-^Mistake not to affect parties-— Document duly registered — Hniorsc* 

I ^^^ing mortgaged property for consideration in cash — Registration — 

« ^ ^ 1877), secs* 17 and 49. 

I ’ fee Beoistbation ... ... ,..202 

L^w — Mayulha — Kamathis-^Law governing Kamathis 
^1 ^ a stridhan— Preference between 

^^^^didterous mtercourse-*8hudras—fforms of marriage— 
wf |||| as to form of marriage^ 

^ fifee Hindu Law ... ... ... ...553 

* Hindu Law — Daughters^ inheriting property from their father— 

bh^es sepcerate and absolute — Tenants-in-common. 

I#‘^^^^Vgkb[tebs^ Inhebitance •«, 610 

■ Law—Budras — Leaitimafe son—Ithaitimate son — 


; Law—Budras — Legitimate son— Illegitimate son — 

'^S^^OSs0n — Suit by reversioner for declaration as nearest 
/^oMer — Vested right— Limitation Act {ikV of 




>1^ 183?, see, SSY',', eK 8— • », 
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** Tlie amount of Bs» 1,750 is borrowed on tlie said premises* We three of tis 
shall? after paying oS the said amount of debt after fifteen years from this day, 
redeem our premises. Perhaps any one of ns three might within the peiiod 
pay off at one time the amount of rupees according to his shaie, yon should allow 
redemption of the piemises proportionately after receiving the amount and you 
should pass a receipt for the monies raoehed.” 

In the year 1901 the mortgagee having hi ought a suit for the recovery of 
* the mortgage debt by sale of mortgaged property, the first Court allowed 
the claim, but the appellate Court reversed the deciee and dismissed the suit on 
the ground that where in the case of a usufiuctuary mortgage the mortgagor 
agrees to redeem by payment of the pimcipal after a stated period, the 
mortgagee has no higher oi better right than he has under a simple usufructuary 
mortgage. 

Eeldi on second appeal by the plaintiffs, that the mortgage in suit was 
governed by clause 3, section XV or Begulation V of 1827, and theie being 
notbing in the terms of the agreement between the parties which either expressly 
or by implication indicated that the pioperty should not by means of a suit ho 
applied in liquidation of the debt, the suit would lie. 

The decree of the appellate Court reveised and tliat of the first Court restored. 

Mahadaji v. doU (1892) 17 Bom, 425 and Emnchandm v. Tttpurahai 
P* J. p. 43, followed. 

B!imk Idrm v. Ahdul BaJdmm (1891) 16 Bom. 303, SadasMtf v. T^^mJtatrdO 
(1896) 20 Bom. 296 and Jfrishm v. Ean (1908) 10 Bom. L. B. 615, explained. 

Paeashaeam V. PuTUAJiKAO ... (1909) 34 Bom. 128 

MQBiTGAG'E^Endorsement releasing mortgaged property for comideratlon in cash 
— Megtstration ] An endorsement made by a moitgagee^ (on ^the back of the 
mortgage-deed) releasing the mortgaged property m consideration of a cash pay^ 
ment ot Es. 300 is a document which requires registiation, and not bcifig 
registered was not admissible in evidence either of the redemption of the property 
01 of the leul nature of the original txansiction between the paities, 

PIeashaeamapant Ba 3MA ... ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 202 


—Execution of mortgage hg adult members of the family — Buit brought 

against all members excepting a minor — Eecree — Sale of mortgaged property in 
execution — Minor seeking to exempt his shaie fiom sale — Representation of the 
mmor by the adult members --Transfer ofTiop^oty Act (IF nj 18S2), sec, 85. 

See Tbaxseeb or Pbopebta Acr *.» ^ " **♦ 354 

^^WrUten agreement— Sale^deed—Oondemporamom ofSdgir$ehm^~ lo 

treat it as mortgage— Absence jf frauds mimpi etc,— Oral 

cannot be pleaded — Evidence Act {I o/1872), sec, 92. 

See Itidekob Act ... — 09 


-^Eshhhan Agriculturists* Belief Act (XVII o/1879),' su. 2, ok ^ 

Amending Act (EElMofmi)-Batmgm ElHria^M&rtgage of 
fif mcom^ApidMt^risk ^ ^ 

See DsKKHAir AOBicui.imRis^:s’ Ebbiee Acr .if* ' *•* Ml 


■SeMation XVJ of IW— Tranter of Fropert;/ Act (IT qf 1882), 
mfl^agor c e«wte— 


ti^e dgaiM me morp 



M 


it 'i . tl' a" .1S‘ 5 ; I ? a"; i ! “ 1 ; 
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MOETGAGl — WiH~Eveetehr~Te%tatOT's direetion to cmTij on his imde’—Loas 
au^edin tU course of the business -IdahaUt/ of the eicecutor-^ Testator's assets 

•» 

M0BT(JA61-D1BT— OM?Pm«£i«raCo*(Afl#XJFo/1882), sees. 43 and SO— 
Transfw of PropeHy A.ct {TV of 1882)» see. 90— Suit to recover mortgage-debt by 

of mortgaged and mhypotheated propeHy-^Dmm agaimt mortgaged 
fTopertg aUneSaU’-^Amount realised not mfficient--^AppUcaUon fyr supple^ 
mmtal decree to recover hdance Ip sate of other propertp-^LimitaUon---‘Fumm 
forward allegations at a late stages 

See lEANSJEE OF pEOFEKTF Aci (IV OF 1882), SBC. 90 ... ... 540 

MOBIGAGEE — Overpaying himself from rents and profits, 

See Dbcbeb . . ... ,,, 260 

;r ~ ' ■ " — Bight to execute decree for rent. 

' ''8m DeoBee ... ... ... 260 

MOETGAaEE’S RIGHT TO AN ORDER EOE SALE-2V®«/c»- of Troperty 
(-f ^ of 1882), see. 67 — TJsufrutimry mortgage— BAt payable within a fixed 
period — Mxpirp of the period* 

See Teansfeb of Pbopeety Act (IT or 1882), see. 67 402 

MUNICIPAL COMMISSIOITEE — City of ^ Bombay Municipal Act {Bom* Aci III 
0/1888), sec* 305 — Municipal Commissioner — Notice^ dimledience of-^Frimte 
ipedn^ZmelHng and draining of-^-LiaUlity of owners of several premises-— 

I Pf imlding sites— Buildings constructed by lessees on the sites 

what are—Oonstruetion of statutes* 


' ^ Bombay Moticifab Act (Bok. Act III of 1888 ), sec, 305 ,,, 593 

^ ' ■5$ — factory— Unauthon^cd factory— ■Cifu of Bombm 

Mmioipal Act (JiJo/1688j, 390, ^ ^ ^r-^omoay 

^^0 Bombay Mfhicifaii Act *•* ••• .,.344 

i ' —Neglected premises— Notice to remove nuisance 

dnpretion— City of Bombay Mtmicipal Act {Bom* Act JII of 

M^^MtKiciFAi, Act ... 340 

duty — Injury to pas-* 

orm outside carnage window —OonMhutory neghgence— Contractual 

lil The faefe that a door on a moving train Is open is evidence, bnt not 

Pi proof, of negligence on the part of the Eail\vay Company. 

■ Ltntoiy obligation, any breach of it which camps an 

^ofendant apart from special proof of negligence* 
be the canse of the accident, and the inie does not 
^|hn dilenoe of cpnklbatory negllgencs. 

4 hwsv * 

l»rt bf 4* pagjfeti^OT ^TWiiol Is j» 

that^^su^h, injM eonl?t not 

^at, T^ere there 1$ negHgenoa on ^otE sides, the 

froca of aterting, the archie# is the ■ 


PscL^e^»^ng!0r rehiained Ins! 
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NEWSFAPBECIXOITIMBINTSTOOFFEHOEB) AOP(Vir OP 1903), sso. 3- 

Order — Forfeiture of press,2 Section 3 of tlio Newspiper to 

OMences) Act, 1908, provides for tlie making of a conditional ordai doolaring tBo 
pjtintmg press used foi the purpose of printing or publishing the offending news- 
paper to be forfeited* The section lefers to the whole of the pi ess and no order 
could be made under it limited only to such portions of the piess as were 
emplo jed in printing the offending newspapei. 

Bhondo Kashinath PhadIlD, re ... ... (1909) Eli Bom. 327 

XIBAHDHA — JSindu Zaw — Sale — Oift^-^Frempkon of mses^ment lUu of b&ivulb 

rendered or to he rendered^Dooument granhug < reniption no^ Hnmped o? nqt'>- 
tered — Begistraiion M—Transft.'i of Fiqperty Ad {IF of 

1882), 5005 55 (d) (5), 123. 

TsAiTsrEB, or Pbopi UTY Ac5? ... ... ... 287 

* — Tasiili — Arrears of cash allowance^ suit to recover — Limdatiou Act 

{XV (^1877), sell Hi mis 13 i, 62. 

Bee Limitation Act ^49 

HOTICB, DISOBEDIENCE OF-0% of Bombay Munmpal Aot (Bom. let 
III of 1888), eeo* 305 — Municipal Commissioner — Frbvde stmts — lepelhng 
and dmining of-^Liahility of owners of several premm^ — Omners ot 
hiiilding sites — Buddings constructed hg lessees on the sites'll remUeSi what 
me^Oonstruciion of statutes. 

See Bombay Municipai* Act (Bom Act III or 1888), ssc. 305 ... 593 

m WEITING TO OTHER CO SHARERS, EFFECT^ Of ^Family 

property — Division under an award — Moase of residence — Ptohih*t%on of sale 
%y a co-sha'ier of his poition to an ontndcr — Pie-emphon’-^Qomtrmtion— 
Courksale — Brohihition not effects e* 

See Pkh-emption ... m* ... 567 


OJ CLAIM TO PUBLIC OFFICE Pioceinre Code {Act Y of 

1908), sees» 2 (17 j, 80 — PulMc officer— -Smt against public officei — 'Notice of 
claim necessary— Cantonment Committee is piibUc ofifei — Cantonments Act 
(XIII <flS89), sec* 80, apjilie^ to actions ejc delicto and not to actions cx 
contractu. 


See CaktonmUnts Act (XIII or 1889), sec . 80 ... h$M 

NUISANCE — Municipal Commissioner— NegUcied premk&s-^ Foike la 

nuisance — Magistrate^ discretion — City of Bombay Munkipal Ad Adt 

IllofimS), see. 377. 

See Bombay Monioipae Act ♦** 345 

$ 


OATHS ACT (T OF of reprmntaiioe VaimMr^Deems^k widow ^ ^ f| 

npresenlatipe Tatamddr—J^mth of the widoif—^AjopUcaim by nmeg h4f ¥ " ' 1 

tie i^oiisodmde yqi^nMfforpnmsion— 8%x mntks^ cdcdod¥^ w^ 

^ 
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imothe pleaded— Nvideme Act (Jo/ 1872), seg. 92. 
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OWNBBS OF BUILDlNa SITES, LIABILITY OF--C7% of Mmhaf Mmki^at 
Aoi (Bom, Ag^ III of 1888), s&c, ^Oo'-^Mminpal Oommmiomr-^N’otieOf 
i^sohedience of-^Primte streeU-^L&oelUng and dmining of-*~BuUdin 0 s GOn* 
stnieted hy lessees on the sites — Premises, what are^OomtrucUan of statutes, 

Bombay Mtthicip AX. Aoi (Bom, Act III or 1888), seo. 305 ... 593 


FABTIES, JOINDEE Procedure Oode (Act XIV of m 2 ), sec, 31— , 

Civil Procedure Code (Act V of 1908), Order I, Buie B-^Lands attached to 
mtan’^ Joint owners — Pease — ikase good till the death of the surviving Joint 
QWmr-^Cordon Betilement of 1864 *— hg representatives of one joint owner 
to recover fossession — Representative of the other joint owner Joined as oo- 
defendants with the representatives of the lessee — Plaintiffs^ claim aUovoed to 
the extent of their share — Appeal hg plaintiffs and co defendants claiming 
their share-^Pmitation'-^Treatment of co^defendants as co-plaintiff s^ Amend 
ment of plaint and decree — LimPation Act (XV o/1877), secs, 2% 38. 

I Bee Limimion Act ... *»» ,,, 91 

P Certain family propertg allotted to one hranch of the familg-^Buh- 
' sequent purchase of the allotted property bg a membes* of another branch with 

his own money — Erelusion bg the purchaser of the other meiifber of his brmok'-— 

Self acquisition — Hindu Law, 

^ Bee Hxn 3 )U Law ... ... ... ... 106 




FABTNEBSHIP ACCOUNTS, SUIT POR— Limitation Act (II o/1908), Art. 
M6-^Bp€eifc assets realized within period of limiiationi} if a suit for 
goaoral partnership^ accounts and a share in paitnersMp profits is itself 
parted^ the plaintiff in such a suit cannot be allowed to proceed speculatively 
against and every paitneiship asset which may have been realized by 
the defendant after dissolution and within the period of limitation. 

Merwanji Hormusji v. Rustomji Purjorji (1882) 6 Bom, 628, distinguished. 
Aembd StJiiEMAE V, Bhaowakdas Visbam k Co. ... (1909) 34 Bom. 


515 


J s dissolution UF--^Praetice--^ Judgment-creditor-^ Charging 

„ ^mm-^mcitor*3 Uenfor costs, 

■ ; SoiiXCiroB's mest bob costs ... ... ••§ 



484 


H.>V- 


— Civil Procedure Code (Act V «9f 1908), Order I, Buie 
plaintiff representing body of creditors — Application to he made 
party — Admimstration suit. 

Bee Administration suit ... ... 

PASBRUGLU—Xegligence of Bailwag Company — Breach of statutory duty --‘Injury 
to passengers with arm outside carriage window — Contributory negligence-— 

. Contrc^tual obligation. 

\ , :i ; , C ^ ' i; Bee CoRTBIBITTORY NEGLIGENCE 

AUPEB, application to sue as — Disqualification — Subject-matter of suit 
i . ‘ —Came qfacUonr-Civit Procedure Code {Ad V of 1908), Order XXXIII, 
BvJm 1,2 and 5J A mortgagor applied for permission to institute a suit as a 
" ^ bale of the iriortgaged property by the mort- 

tlaP: ajtsroative claim for damages. The mortgagee, admitting ;there 
lue.'^iite applicant after the mortgage-debt had been satisfied, paid 
aentendefi that the applicant was hot a pauper, and 
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tiial; the allegations contamad in tlie application did not disclose a cause 
action* 


raffa 


of 


Dwarhmmii, v. Madluxwv (1886) 10 Bom. 207, aoi followed. 

Fatmabai «. Dossabhot Eosiomji Umeioab ... (1909) 34 Bom 638 


SECS. 107, 108, 121, mL-Ahetmnt~ 
Sedztton—Wapmofmr} The accused published a book eontaining eighteea 
poems, of which four were the subject-matter of the charge. The general trend 
ot the poems charged, as well the remaining oneslin the book, evinced a spirit of 
blood-thiratmess and murderous eagerness diieoted against the Government, 
conveyed the urpncy of taking up the sword, and made an appeal of blood-thirsty 
incitement to tae people to take up the swoid, form secret societies and adopt 
gneriiia wartaxe for the purpose of rooting out the British rule. 


Meid^ that the accused committed the offence of abetting the waging of war 
(section 121 of the Indian Penal Code), by the publication of the poeiS chaiged. 

I'hat the Court was entitled to look into the poems other than 
those forming the subject-matter of the ohaige, for the purpose of finding out 
the intention of the writer and the design of the publication. 

Per IJnder the Indian Penal Code, the waging or 

abetting of it are put upon the same footing by section 
1^1 : that IS, the abetting of waging of war is under the Code as much an offence 
of treason as the waging of war itself* 


The word " abetment is defined in section i07 of the Code and one of its 
meanings, as given theie, is instigating any person to do anything’^ This 
meaning is not excluded by anything that occurs m section 12L The general 
law IS laid down in sections 107-120 of the Code According to it, “ to con- 
stitute the offence of abetment it is not necessaiy that the act abetted should 
be committed, or that the effect lequisite to constitute the offence should be 
caused.^' This applies to the abetment of the waging of war against the King 
as much as to the abetment of any other offence under the Code. The only 
difference created between the former offence and other offences is that, while 
under the general law as to abetment a distinction is made for the purposes of 
punishment between abetment which has succeeded and. abetment which has 
failed, section 121 does away with that distinction so far as the offence of 
waging war is concerned, and deals equally with an abettor whose instigation 
has led to a war and one whose instigation has taken no effect whatever- And 
that for this simple reason that such a crime more than any other must be 
^ sharply and severely dealt with at its very first appeal ance and nipped in ihe 
bud with a strong hand. 

Fer^MBATOW, — ^Under section 107 of the Indian Penal Code ini/ I 
be an instigation of an unknown peiuon. 


* Reword** abet,” as used in section 121 of the Code, has tb4 same iheaning 
as is given to it by section 107. The ‘‘abetment” meant by section 121 is 
not necessarily confined to abetment of some war in progres®. There may bo 
^ and usually is instigation of lebellion before reb^lion actugdJy begins i that kind 
of iBstigfi^^qpis under the Code abetting waging war against the King. 

^Jong asafna^cnly tries to infiame feeliog, to excite a state of inind^ 

»is w&fy aa/WsQg injfcom than sedition. It is only when, he, definite!/ 
ai^f^lwly incites tor that he is guilty of instigating and therefoie 

Hisiircf feg v»t. , 
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. PENAL CODE (ACT XLV OE 1860), secs. 511, to ccmmU 

of cnees'— Aitemi^t to commit the offence of sedition— Intention , a question offaef] 
Under Uie Indian Penal Code (Act XLV of 1860) all that is necessary to 
constitnte an attempt to commit an offence is some external act, sometlung 
tangible and ostensible of which the law can take hold as an act showing pro- 
gress towards: the actual commission of the offence. It does not matter that 
the progress was interrupted. 

An attempt to publish sedition is complete as soon as the accused knowingly ^ 
sells a copy containing the seditious article. It is none the less an attempt 
because something external to himself happens which prevents a, perusal of the 
article by the buyers or any other member of the public. 

In cases of sedition, the question of intention is one of fact. 

Ekpekou ' 0 * Gaisesh Balvant MonAK ■ ... ... (if, 00) 34 Bom. 378 

PENSIONS ACT (XXIII OP 1871), secs. 6, 8, ll—Toda Gims alloioance'-Fur-' 
chttse qf the Tights to Teceioe ctHoiDctnce at a Oouvt sdle — The allowance cntcTecl 
name oI the ^uTch(is6T — Application hg IibIts of ilie piiTchaset to Teceive 
q aTredTs of allowance — Certificate of Collectori^ It was directed by a decree 
that the purchaser at a Court sale of a Toda Cxiras allowance should recover from 
; ; , the Collector the amount due for an-ears of the aliow^ance from the date of his 
purchase. An application to execute this decree was made in 1864, in conse- 
quence 01 which the decree-holder’s name was entered in the Collector’s books 
as the person entitled to the allowance in question, and the arrears up to 1864 
were paid. In 1903, the decree -holder’s heirs applied to the Court to recover the 
arrearsot allowance that had remained unpaid since ,1896. The CoHector coii- 
tended thatthe application conld not be entertained in the absence of a 
: Collector under the provisions of section 6 of the Pensions 

Act, 1871. 

A contention, that the power of the Collector under the 

, Act had been exhausted and there was no discretion for that officer to exercise 
either under the Act or the rules, so far as the applicant’s right to recover the 
ail ears that had become due in the life-time of the last holder, was concerned, 

f lather, tHat if those amounts remained unpaid, the Collector held 
behalf of the last holder, as moneys due to him, and as 
“therefore recoverable on his death by his heirs independently of any 

Pensions Act, 1871, or the rules framed 

’ ^HHAUAiSEAntj. FBATOVAJT ... ■ ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 154 

PERIOD, EXPIRY OP TK^Transfer of Froperfg Act (IV oflSB2)yseG, 67^ 

aJixcdjm-ml-Moriffageo’s right 

Teahsfeb os Peopeety Act (IV op 3882), sec, 67 ... ... 403 


v: i cm Procedure Code (Ad XIT o/1882),seM. 43 and BO— 

■ i V .: ' 1 ^ ^op&'ty Aid (XV of 1882), sec, 90 — Suit to recover morfaaae-deM hn 

■liY '■ ^ '>«^rtgaged and , mhymtkeeafed vro'DerUi—Tiitfl.M^ 
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liajeohou of pl(il%t ttz not pto^jbpI^ stomped* 
See JuRiSBicTiOK 


244 


..» 2G7 


408 


^S'ce Feactice 

••* «*« ••• 

PLEADE^gJTIIOElTT TO OOMPROMISK-D^; Jgrkvlturuh’ llalitf 

M {A. I II oflS/d),^ set, 12-- Com.p?omtse oj the cuiSA— Court's duty to record the 

witUut authority from Ms client— 
Climt to apply to cancel the compromise] Where a party complains that 
^ name was unauthorised, he must more the Court to 

cancel aU that has been done and to revive the suit. 

See Dbekhan Agbicumubists’ Eeliei' Act (XVII of 1879), sec. 12 ... 502 

'^0— Criminal Procedure Code (Act V of 1808% sees. 162, 

^ecs. 21, m-Evidencc-Admissihimy 
Pmcli-Statem&Us made 
Magistrate— Witness deposing to 
^ ^ v#^ *}'^ &SS20J18 Court— Corroboration of the deposition before 

the Committing Magistrate hj sMetiients made before the Police and the Paneh 
to Offiff- Deposition of, as to statements made by witnesses 

to him Bxamtnattonnn^cliief—f^racUce and procedure. 

See CRiMmi Peoceduee Cora (Aoi V of 1898), secs. H32, 288 ... 599 


POSSESSION, DELIVEEY Oir~i«a<^ m less than 
deed, or delivery of possession not necessary-Sale- 
.Property Act (iFo/1882), sec. 54, 

See Transfer of Property Act 


Ms, 10Q‘-^Meylstration of 
€ompromue---Tramfir of 


PEACTIG&-0« Procedure Code (Act V of 1908), Order I, PnU 3, 
Mute 6—(Irades of several defendants in one suk—^‘ * 


129 


y y Order 11^ 

Ti a' ^ frn ufi& suu — ’■ Same act or transaction 

of acts or transaciiGns.^’] In reading Order I, Kule 8, of the Cml 
Procedure Code (Act V of 1908) it seems quite obvious that the word “ same 
precedes the words acts or transaction ” governs also the words series 
ox acts or transactions ” and must ^ be read before those words also. The iirst 
condition t30 be fuelled before joining several persons as co-defendants in the 

same suit IS that the right to relief sought in the suit must arise againsi ail the 
aeienaants ipm the act or transaction or from the series of acts or 
transactions. The second condition to be fulfilled under the rule h tUi some 
common question either of fact or law should arise against the defendants If 
sepaa-ate suits were brought against such : persons. Bemre a plaintiff can join 
several defendants in the same suit both the conditions laid down in the rtile must 
be tulhlled,^ first, the rdief sought against the defendants whether, jointljj' . , 
severally or m the alternative, must arise 6om the same act oi transaction or the 
^P^^sBctions. Andij secondly, there must arise between the 
plaintift and all the d^endants some common question of law or fact. 

. The plaontaff may in oae ractioE . Enibe several causes of action smaiast several 
dfifendanto provided ,ttiat aU such defendants- are “jointly Hable in respect of 
• cams^ of ,aotion ’“^and that the, condition precedent .-(o' ‘ ' 

, bein|; a3|owed to join several causes of action against sevhliJ i-' 

1 (iefendimts la.that sn^h defe’nf^n.'nf*! Tnn«4: oil n . 
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against seyeral defendants must be causes of action in wliicli tbe defendants 
are all jointly interested/' 

It is not necessary that every defendant should be interested as to all the 
reliefs claimed in the suit but it is necessary that there must be a cause of action 
in which all the defendants are more or less interested although the relief asked 
against them may vary. 

Umabai V, Bhau Balwakt ... ... (1908) 34 Bom. SoS 

PEACTICE — Ciml Procedure Code (Act V of 1908), 0. J, r. 8 — Suit fled hy 
plaintiff representing hodg of creditors — Ap>plicaUon to he made party — Adminis- 
tration suit 

/8ee Amdjisteation strir ... ... ... ...420 

■ — - Court — Inherent powers — Compromise — Compromise absented to hg 

pleader rot speciallg authorised in that leJialf— Decree in terms of compromise — 
Decree set aside ^ In the course of a suit, a compromise was presented which 
was signed by the defendants^ pleader who was not speeially authorised in that 
behalf. The Court passed a decree in berms of the compromise. The defendant 
then applied to the Court to set aside the decree on the ground that he did not 
engage the pleader and that he had not authorised the pleader to compromise the 
suit. The Court set aside the decree and set down the suit for hearing. 

Held^ that it is the inherent power of every Court to correct its own proceed- 
ings where it has been misled. 

Meldi also, that under the circumstances, the compromise was not binding 
Tipon the defendant and the decree passed upon it was void as to him. 

Basanoowda V, Chtjechigieigowda ... ... (1910) 84 Bern. 408 

* ! ^ Dissolution of partnership — Assets in hands of receiver — Judgment- 

; tf editor •^Charging order'^8olicitor^ s lien for co^^ts^ 

Solicitoe’s LIEN roE COSTS ... ... ,,, ...484 

Migh CouH-^Crlminal revisional jurisdiction — Interference on ques- 
tions of law — bindings of facts when can he questioned— Criminal Procedure 
, I . , (Act Y 0/1898), sec. 435. 


iMili 


See High Couet 


Daughters inheriting property from their 
^ In cases afiectiiig 

f * inheritance the rule is to; adhere to the decisions of the Court to which the 
district from which the case arose is subject. 

DaUGHTEBS, IITHEEITAI^CE OP ... ... ^ 

‘ ^ Land Acquisition Act (/ of 1894) — Compensation— Yaluaiion of 

to be considered— Evidence before Acqumtion 

I; i;‘ i®s« Lahd Acquisition Act (I or 1894) ... ... , 




reusing to decide whepuer arhitraioTS are going beyond 
o^&ortty-^diidgntont^^^ppeail~^Oonsfmction of sul^ission to 
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formally pax-ties to the proceMings ia 

As to tlie objeotion tTxat even so far as the Detitinn id w nr,^ n •. • 

Bigaed by oae of its officers without any aiitlioSstS as 
detect IS a mei’e irregularity 'which can be ciirix^ ^ ^ 

p.««g ia . p..„ 3 ,k»Sg £ ziii 

Ams AkSsitbakce Company, Limited, v, Ahmidbhoy Habibbuoy 
w inr (i901) 34 Bom. 1 

on ffround which failed not to he decreed on 
another ffround—4p;^icafwnfor leave to amend plaint after arqumeMs heard in 
appeal disallouie&-&ee judicata.] A suit brought aoSt t?e 
one ground which fails should not\e decreed ag! net W* oa aMther^OTOTnd 
which they had no opportunity of meeting. 

been heard the Court will not allow an 

rixlift.&iz:!;:’ ■“™‘ * «* • 

un?atis&ffi “ decree against both defendahte. which decree mmained 

In 1905 H. filed a suit against the heirs of J. on the .same two hnndios. 

t" i'uT? ^samst the firm of J. and not against J. 

personally was a bar to the later suit. ^ 

Batabai ®. Haji Nooe Mahomed ( 1908 ) 3^ 344 


n \e \ Causes Court hroughi in Biqh 

Oouyt—Non-jotnder-Oontraet of sale made subject to rules of Bice 
Merc/iants AssocmUon’^Biile ousting ‘ftmsdioUon of Court of law -^Bule m^ovicl- 
tngfor fixing mida rate of goods for purpose of ascertaining diffbrences in 
case of noniulmtent of contract-^ Suit hj buyer for damages for non-delivery--- 
r lea that no damages recoverable having regard to rate fxed—Aileqatmhv 
plaiutif that rate fixed was not binding inasmuch as the rules were not observed-- 
Constmction of rule— Principal and agent— Agenfs power to Imd' his pmicimt 
to arbitration— ‘Indian Contract Act (IX of 1872), sec. Sale— Tender— 
Pfosidencp Small Qav^e Courts Act {XV of 1882), see, 22. 

jSee JUEISDICTION ,,, 

'——^Thwd party procedure— Directions, refusal to give—DmretionA The 
general principle on which a Conrt will issue third party directions is 

(1) that there must he a clear case of contribution or indemnity from the 

third party; ' 

(2) that all the disputes arising out of a transaction as beivyeen the plaintiff 
and the defendant and between the defendant and a third party can be tried 
and settled in one suit ; and , 

(3) that in cases of contract and sub-contract it must appear that the contract 
between the plaintiff and the defendant has been imported into the contract 
between the defendant and the third party. 

Under the rules in foi*ce the third party cannot be cited so as to be bound 
by the, fekl of one particular ^neation which is identical as between the plaintiff 
and the defendant and as between the defendant and the third party* 


Pmnoe (iVb. 2) [1895} 1 Q. B, 591, followed. 

k Co. 
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'FRAOTIQE^WincUnff 'itp petiUon-^Fetit loner a creditor for amount not immediately 
pLiyaUe— G-eyieml finmicial position of company -^Indkm Companies Act (VI of 
1832), secs* 138, 129, ISO and 131 — Scheme of arrange ment. 

Winding UP PETITION .*.538 


* — ^ — AND PEOOEDURE — Orlmlnal Frocedure Code {Act V of 1898), sees^ 

162, 288“I?2f7k'/i Evidence Act (I of 1872), sees, 21, 1^7 --MHience--Aclmis- 
sihUity of emdence-^Statements made hy witness to Police and Pcmch — States 
mentsniade hy the witness as acctised before the Goymnltting Magistrate — Witness 
deposing to different story before Sessions Court — Corroborailo 7 i of the 
deposition hefoi^e the Gommittmg Magistrate hy statements made before the 
Folice and the Pajieh—Lioestigating Police O^cer-^-BeposUion of as to state- 
mmits made by wlMesses to Mm--Exmiincition4n- chief 

jSee Cbiminad Pbocedurb Code (Act V of 1898), secs. 162, 288 ... 599 

PRE-EMPTION — Family pfroperty -“-Bivjsion under mi a-ward—^House of o^esidenoe 
rgPrtiliihition of sale hy a co-sharer of his portio^i to an outsider Construe- 
Mon-^Cowrt-saVe — Prohibition not effective.'] An award under which family 
property was divided among co-sharers provided that in case of a sale by 

any of the co-sharers of his portion of the house of residence he should sell it to 
, his CO •sharer for a certain sum and that he should not sell it to an outsider 
until the expiration of two months from the date of a notice in writing sayino- 
that they (co-sharers) were not willing to buy it. Subsequently a portion of the 
house belonging to one co-sharer having been sold in execution of a decree 
against him, it was purchased by an outsider. Tlie sons of one of the other co- 
sharers, thereupon, having brought a suit for a decdaratlon that the Court-sale 
, was not binding upon them. 

that the term of pre-emption in the award was contemplated to attach 
to sales made priva and not to attachment and sales in 

imitmn the judgment-debtor. 

■ ViTiTAU Narayan m Maruti Naeayan ... (1910) 34 Bom. 56? 


PREMISES, WHAT ARE — City of Bombay Municipal Act {Bom, Act III 1888), 

^ see, 305 — Municipal Commissioner — Notice, disobedience of —Private streets'^ 

[■ felling and draining' of— Liability of owners of several premises— Owners of 
O^imy sites— Buildings constmeted by lessees on the sites— Construction of 

Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of 1888), sec. 805 ... 693 

t .1^^ CAHSR CODRTS ACT (XV op 1882), secs. 87, 38— 

^ ' Crimmal Procedure ~ Code (Act V o/1898), .sec. im- Sanction to prosecute 
—Order gwitecl by single Judge— Poicers of E%ill Court to revohe the 
']f ^otwn—FuU an Appettate Court— Presidency Small Cause 

- . Comds Act {XV ff secs, 87, 88.] Where a sanction to prosecute bas 

^ > been gmntbd by a Judge of the Presidency Small Causes Court at Bombay, a Ealb 
^ ^ ^ of that Court has no power to revoke the sanction. 

' • : I ~ The language used in sections 37 and 88 of the Presi- 

■ pctirl of Small. Causes Act (XV of 1882) does not appear to be appropriate for 


conferring appellate jurisdiction upon the full Court. 

J\^The jurisdictioa confon-ed by section 38 of the Act is not 
j Inf wiamal only.,. 

' Ofim ;$4 Bp^. '316 ' 
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PEIOE OP GOODS BARailNED AND SOLD SDIT EOT? r» v. ,• 

Indian Ooniraet jLai (IX of IS7S) secs ^ 1 9ft ^^^Gause of action— 

not altered the Icm relaUnito reMverv'^Vhts 

Procedure Code (Act VofWd8), seo/lisi^^ hswidated demands— Civil 
See OoNTjEAcx Act 

•" ••• — ... 192 

mHCIPil, «D „„„ ^ ji, ^ 

■ ■ ■'* __ , . le 

oicn aeamJq Sectioi 216^of LidSn'’ 00^.1^/* A 

confers upon the enabling and 

its^teiTt febnrder VSnot ^ke 

reprobate.’* But both the benedt and rhAbnrdea m^jft 

bays 

S|eSSed^rSlr2l5oH 

und«- the cputract would have been 

i& aftrmed IS the relation of vendor and purchaser. But if those ohawss are 

annexed by theierms of the contract to the agency, so as to 

chKS<Sitltn&^^ and pur. 

JoACHiNsoH' », Meohjee Vallabhdas . ... •.. (1909) 34 Bom 292 

PEIVATE STREETS, LEVELLING AND DRAINING 0P-O;^i, «/^ B.»7 ^ 

■’■ cffu^yr’ <f—Ii(Mai/ of owners of several premises— Owners 

tl-clZriSlnT^^ wMi 

See Bombay MnNiciPAS Act (Bom. Act III oj' 1888), sec, 3Q5 ... 59.3 

yTiMSTK^ t ^ Indian Succession 

Of 1865), seo. 187 — Administrator- GteneraVs Act (II of 1874)5 sec 36 — WiU 

See Hitou Wiles Act (XXI or 1870), sBos. 2ahd 5 ... ... SOg 

' • • ' :' " """ -^ Idmitation Aci (Xr *of 1877). ^ees. S and 7— Application to Me am 

ap^ in fo^^tonpeng-Delay in mahing the application— Minor applicant 
—^Mtise of delay-aromt cf prolate— QmsUon of title not affected 
Ip the grai4—B^i-ivAxaeXe.- Civil Procedure Code .(Act r^l908),eeo. 11. 

I.: : ... ;■ 

■ ■’■■■ '■' ' ■' ■ ■ • ' ■ • \ : 'iPi ^ ^ ^ 
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PEOBAT^Pwiafe and, Administration Act (F 0 /I 88 I), see. Sl—Indim Succession 
Act (X of loo5), seo* 250 — WtU-^Omeator — Interest possessed hy the caveator* 

See Pbobate and Administeation Act (V on 1881), sBc. 8 i 450 

^AND ADMIXISTBATION ACT (V OF 1881), sec. Bl-^^LnUanSifc-^ 

cession Act (X^18C5), sec* 250 — IVtJ I '^Probate — Oaveator’^Interest 2>ossessul 
hn the emeatm\^ The provisioBs of section 81 of the Probate and Administration 
Act, 1881 (which correspond with those of section 260 of the Indian Succession 
Act, 1865), enact that the intexest which entitles a person to put in a caveat must 
D 0 an interest xn the estate of the deceased person, that is, there should, bo no 
dispute whatever as to the title of the deceased to the estate, but that the peison 
who wishes to come iu as the caveator must show some inteiesl in the estate 
dewed from the deceased by inheritance or otherwise. 

Ahliwwm Bass t. O-opal Bans ( 1889 ) 17 C.il. 48, followed. 

Pisojshah Bhikaji ®. Pkionji Mebwanji ... (1910) 34 Bom. 4C9 

BS0C®SSlOH Piibhe rmd Right of ma/fchmg in procession with a car — Suit for 
am»ation of rigU—InjuneUon restraining interference with the right. 

See Pdbiic koad, eight to tjsb ... ... ... 5 J 1 

firm— Trade— Manager passing pronmsorit 
nates in tJie firm, name -uilhoul any advantage to the firm— Minor oopas'cener 
—Uability of minor coparcener in suit on pi omusorp note,— Hindu lait 

Sea HiNDtr Law ... ... ... 

PBOTOAL SM^L CAUSES COUETS ACT (IX OF 1887). .. 0 .. 16, 27, 82, 

S? .- 1^7 ®' the recovery of certain sum repiesentvnq a 

f^f>^^f>^%f'-<>Pfly_~Cognhancc hy the Coiat of Smill 
^nses,—Beereem,^—Appeal~Jv,nsdiction ly consent of parties.’] A suit for 
to lecowj- of Es 12 - 11-6 representing plamlifC’s sh 11 e in the procluco of 
itilmoveablo property is a suit for money had and leceivecl to the plaintifFs list 
tod IS cognisable by the Court oi Small Causes and the deciee in such a suit is 
IpW- under section 27 of the Provincial Small Causes Courts Act (IX of 1887 ). 

i i .an appeal was piefciied to the Distiict Oonit of 

‘ entertained the appeal and reversing the decree allowed 

A ^®.. tlieieupon, pieforred a second appeal 

prayed ttot the second appeal might be treated as an apphea- 
Civil Proceduie Code (Act V of 1908), 

; ,V' to tl? ^ouM^ha* the District Court acted without lurisdiction in entertaining 
! . L "®spondent plaintiff) urged that a second .ippeal lay . an! 

further that by ^aaon of the conduct of the parties and the fact that the 
ap^llant (defendant) had not objected to the jurisdiction of the District Court 
, ,,, , it was too late in second appeal to take the point. ’ 

. MSSsitirtS’a “• “• 

J reversed and that of the first Court restored. 

(Magana Shbi) ® Khachab, Hamih^ Mon...( 19O0) 34 Bom, 171 
Bode {Aii-V of m&i,ms. '% 80 — 

wem^r-'Ccmioniiient Oommittee is 




^80 ( , to actiffas 
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P,»ge 

PUBLIC BO AD, BIGHT TU USE— of marching in froccbsion wUh aoaf^ 
Smtfor declaration of right — In/nnckon estraining inteTfercme mth thcrighk^ 
Pkintifi's sued on belialf of themselves and of otboi* members of a pligions 
conimunity to have a declaration of then light of marching in pioeession with 
a car along a partienlar public load to ceitam temples and foi m injunction 
lo^tiaining the defeiid«ints fiom interfoiing with the plaintiffs. The defendants 
contended that the plaintiffs had no right to march along the road. The lower 
^ Com is dismissed the suit on the gioniid that the road being public the plaintiffs 
conld not sae unless special damage weie shown and proved 

On second appeal by the plainiiffs reversing tho decree and allo^\ing 
the claim, that the suit was not for removal of a public nuisance bnt for a 
declaration of the light of an mdividnal community to nse the public road, 

H veiy member oi the public and o\ery sect has a light to nse the i>nblio streets 
111 a lawful manner and it lies on those who would restrain^ him or it to show 
some law oi enstom having the force of law abrogating the piiviiege. 

Sadgopaclianar Y A* Mama Mao (1902) 26 Mad. 376, followed. 

Baslijtgappa Paeappa 0 . Dhaemappa Basappa ••• (1010) St Bom, 571 

EAILWAY COMPANY, LIABILITY OI-Mgligmee of MaUmag^ 

Breach of statutory duty — Injury to passengers with arm outddc earnage 
windouo^^Oontnhutorg negligence Contractual obligations* 

See CoKTEiBUTOEY NEaLiaE]s"cr! .*• ... ... 427 


BAILWAYS ACT (IX OF 1890), sfo 1-^OUg ofBomhag Municipal Act {Bom* 
Act III 0/1888), sec 394— i&o hj Mailway Compang of its premises for storing 
timher — License from the Municipal Oommisuoner for the use not neeessargll 
The Agent of the GIF. Bailway Company having been ohaiged in tbe Fresi"' 
dency Magistrates Conit at the instance of the Bombay Municipality under 
section 394 (1) (d) of the City of Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. Act III of ^1888) 
with having used the Company’s premises for storing timber without a license 
granted by the Municipal Commissioner, the Presidency Magistrate recorded 
evidence and referied the following question under mtion 432 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code (Act V of 1898) ; — 

** Do the statutory powers given to the Bailway Company (section 7 of the 
Indian Bailway s Act (tX of 1890) preclude the necessity of obtaining a license 
from the Municipal Gommissionei to use piemiscs in such a manner as is 
necessaiy for the convenient making, alteiing, repaiiing and using the Bail* 
way F 

SeU^ that no such license was necessary. Beetion 7 (I) of the Indian 
lailways Act (IX of 1890) authorizes the IMway^ Administration to do ail 
acts necessary for the convenient making, maintaining, altering, repairing and 
using the Bail way notwithstanding anything in any other enactment for the 
time being in force. 

The storing of timber was necessary for the convenient making, of the 
Eailwaj line. 


MiittV'tl; 


Ifnder section 7, snVsCction 2 bf the Indian Baitways Act (IX of 1800), the 
Gf ternen: Geneml in Conncil ^/hd not the Munioinal CWanissione^ has the 
edmol A&ini^ation ih the bxererse of powers tinder enh- 

Gomia^Ioim op c 6^ 1 R 
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BBCEIVEE, ASSETS IH THE HAHBS of pariner- 

ordcf-^ Solicitor's lier^jof costs* 

See Solioisjob’s Lisjf bob costs 

BEDEMPTION, SUIT IO'Si--I>ecreo---ExeGuUon of decree— TaUng of aceotmfs 
under the iehhlM Ag'ificuUurists' Melief Act {XVII of l%1Q)—MesuUof account 
shming that mortgagee overpaid himself from rents and profits— Mortgagee s 
right to ewecute dec't ee for rent. 

See Hecbee ... *•* 

ElGISTRATIOir ACT (IH OF 1877), secs. 17 and 4 , 0 —Bdease—^oeummt 

compulsorily registrable— Megistration hy mistake vn a wrong book— Mistake not 
to affect parties — Document duly registered — Endorsement releasing mortgaged 
property for consideration in cash — Registration^] A release wiereby a ratiier 
transferred all Hs rights of ownership in his immoveable and moveahle 
in favour of his son was registered not in Book Ko. 1, hut in Book 4, that is 
tosav^hot in the hook kept for the registration of documents compiiisoriiy 
registrahle under section 17 of the Eegi&tration Act (III of 1877). 

^ JEbU, that the release must be consideied as having been duly registered 
The father’s property was capable of identification and the 'error of the registrar 
in registering the document in Book No. 4 should not be allowed to aiiect the 
parties prejudicially. 

Sorahji Mdalji v. Islmardas Jagjimndas (1892) P. J. p. 5, followed. 

An endorsement made hy a mortgagee (on the back of the mortga^-deed) 
releasing the mortgaged piopeliy in consideration of a cash payment of Es. 800 
is a document which requires registration, ^ and not being registered not 
admissible in evidence eilmer of the redemption of the property or of the real 
nature of the original transaction between the parties. 


Pabashabakbakt V . Eama 


(1909) 84 Bom, 202 


SEC. 17 ^Exemption of assessment in Uai 

Ifemhes^ rendered or to he rendered— Document g) anting exemption not stamped 
io. Jjaw—Nihmdha>— Transfer of Fro'perty Act 

t), secs* m (6) (5), 123. 

4»TiaAnsiBB OB Pbopebty Act ... ... »*• 287 

^ question— Civil Court Jurisdiction— 

ISmt to he declared Ayya of Miremaik and io resirain defendant from so styling 
Mmself2 ^he plaintiff sued to obtain a declaration that he was entitled to the 
. ' ‘ fees and privileges appertaining to the Hiremath at Kamalapur hy reason of his 
. title to be called the Ayya of that Hiremath, and to obtain a perpetual injunction 
’ to* restrain the defendant from using the name of “Ayya of Hiremath.’* The 
0033riplaiiit was that the defendant had assumed a name to which the 





^ ^lain^ff had the e;Kclusive right, and that ^hat assumption would enable# as it 
^rlEd enahl^ the defendant to attract to himself a large number of the plainti:ffi’s 
followers# end thereby ^propriate to himself fees, which would otheiwise have 

, and to be entitled to perform the 

enjoy certain privll<^es and honors at tihe 
yirfcuebf that olE^e. It was a caste queSiSon 

iL:, , 

latiqu ■, of ■ ah^;, ...specific 
.ofiffie- haaSi'#f'^iAyy^-' of „■ 



been no adl 

, of 'the 
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of lEat uame would to meiely to enable some of tbe followers of tbo plamtiB to 
go over to tlie defendant sliowed that wliat llie paities bad ^ boon fighting fox 
was merely a question of dignity under the cover of a religions ofilco. If the 
Court were to inteifere in such cases, it would he merely assisting one party at 
the expense of the other and compelling the caste or the sect to follow one 
spiritual leader in preference to another. 

GA 3 Di< 3 ffiYA Basata ... (1910) 34 Bom. 455 

EEGGLATION XVI OE im-Transf^ ofFroferty Act (IV of 1882), 48- 

Deshgat Vafm—MortgageSuhsequent enlargement of the mortgagors estate--^ 
Private property ’—-Mortgagee's claim to hold the property against the mortgagor s 
heir* 

See Vatak ... ... 1^® 

document eomyuhorily repistralle — Megisirationh/ mistake in a wrong 
hooJe— Mistake not to affect parties— Document duly 'iegistcred—Dndorsemmt 
releasing mortgaged property for consideration in cash—Eegisiraiion — Begistra* 
lion Act (ill 0/1877), secs, 17 and 49. 

Bee BEGiSTBATioif Aor .*• 

EEPRESINTATION— Offices Act [Born. Act HI oflZH), sees. 25, 36- 
Death of registered Vatandar— mdest son or otlmnearest hdr of tMdeemsm-* 

Suit for declaration — Jurisdiction* 

HBREDiTAity OrriOES Aor ,,, ••• ** 

BBS JUDIOATA — Capacity of parties— Matter suhstantially in issue— CioU Pro- 
cedure Code {Act ZIV of 1SS2), sec, 13.J The plaintiff in conjunction with 
another had in 1902 filed a suit against the defendant for possession of certain 
property, basing his claim on the allegation that he was owner. He succeeded 
in the fiist Court, hut the Couit of Appeal held that the jiroperty had been 
dedicated to charity, and refused to uphold his claim as owner. The plaintin 
declined to adopt the Court's suggestion to modify his claim and bo content to 
ask for a decree for possession as manager, and his suit was theiofore dismissed 
Five years later he filed the present suit, claiming possession as manager. 

Meldp that his title as manager was one which might and ought to liayo been 
put forward in the previous suit, and that his present claim was fchereiore 
res judicata. 

If a plaintiff is suing in a capacity in which ho is a stranger to the 
which he sued in a former suit, his claim has *110 pioper connection with that 
former suit, and the Civil Proceduie Code (Act XIY of 1882) scctioA does 
not apply. ^ 

HAROOVAif Eamji V, Muuji Haejivajjt ... (1909) B4 3om* 416 

* — Limitation Act (XV of secs* 5 andl—Ap^twUm to 

Me an appeal in forma pauperis— in mahing the applwat%m-^-M^ 

a!MlieaM^Bxmse of delay’— Prohate— Qrant of pf^h(d$—Qmst%m of MU mt 


202 


101 


^ectel by the grant — Cicilr Bnooednre Cede [Aot Y iff 1S08), sec. 11* 
Bee liMWATioir &m (XV or 18?7), secs. 0 abd I 


582 


-PraeUee-^Siiit 


ie 'decreed on moiUf gfound-Applkation for hm jo 

Mard in appeal MsaUomdf2 brought ^h^ aefen^ants 

4roiih icounfe Irhich Sils shoujd not he decreed; agatet thopa on mmf j gWUd 
they M no opportunity 0^ m 

Wiel ' argumopt^ Ih apporf fiave^beeh wPl^n^ 

1 f plaint «o h io cohtOrt h smt (St chaTacte into. ' 

1 'i ' ' a^sub^&ntiaily dMerent character* f ^ ■ V ^ 
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II. filed a salt in 1904 agaiiisfc A. and J. tlie drawer aiul indorsor rcspcctircly 
of two biindies. At the time of filing tlie suit J* was dead, 

H. obtained a decree against both defendants, wMcli decree remained 
unsatisfied. 

In 1905 H. filed a suit «against the heirs of J. on the same two Innidies. 

Meld, the earlier suit Laving been filed against tbo firm of J, and not. against J, 
personally was a bar to the later suit. 

Bayabai «?. Ha ji HooE Mahomed ... ^ ... (1908) 04 Born. 244 

BESTITUTION OF CON JUGAL rnGIITB-^Valmtion 

Second Class Subordinate Judge to entertain the suit— Bombay Civil Courts Act 
(XIV of 1869), sec. 24 — Suits Valuation Act (VTl of 1887), scc^ 11.] A 
suit for restitution of conjugal rights, wherein the claim was valued b; 5 r the 
plaintiff at Rs* 65, was instituted in the Court of the Second Class Subordinate 
Judge. The First Court decreed the claim ; and on appeal the decree was con- 
fii'nied. On second appeal it was contended that the First Court had no 
jurisdiction to try the suit. 

that the valuation of the claim by the xfiaintiff must he accepted for 
the purpose of jurisdiction, unless it -was shown to have been made either from 
aiiy iinprojior motive or deliberately for the purpose of giving the Court 
a jurisdiction which in fact it had not. 

Jan Mahomed Mandal v. Masliar BIU (1907) 3i Cal. 353, followed, 

Jasoba V. Chhoth ... ... ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 236 


EEYENUE JURISDICTION ACT (X OF 1876), sec, 4, sub-sec. {a)-’Act XI of 
1852 -' Land held as Saranj am — Decisi c n of tli e Ina m Cemm issioner — Finality — 
Suit for dedaratimb qf title and possession — Fxclmon of jurisdiction of Civil 
Couftsi] In the year 1858 the Inam Commissioner decided that a certain estate 
was Saranjam of f , and not his Sarv Inam. On P.*s death in 1899 Government 
resumed the estate on the ground that it was Saranjam and re-granted it to Y., 
one of PPs grandsons. Subsequently the plaintiff, another grandson of P., brought 
; ' areuit, against the Secretary of State for India and V, for declaration of title and 
; possession on the ground that the immoveahle property in suit was plaintift'^s 
, : ;v : j ‘pikty Inam property and could not be taken from his possession by Government 
U- 1 . : u ' 5 &t its officers or re-granted to any one else. 

. tM dedision of the Inam Commissioner was, ‘by virtue of the 

j 5 % Schedule A of Aet XI of 1852, final as regards the land and 
interests concerned in the decision. 


ppl 

teliS 


; , 2. That after such final decision, the title and continuance of the estate must 
:ho determined under Schedule B, Rule 10 of the Act, Tinder such rales as 
‘ .Government may find it necessary to issue from time to time, 

a Xhat, in, accordance with those i^ules the estate was, on P.'s death, resumed 
^ernicfent who re-granted it to Y. 

. : . Govornm relating to land 
Excluded from the jurisdiction of the Civil Courts by the 
-section 4 of the Revenue Jurisdiction -Act 


,6 ts 'Btatb 





;dE ;State ■ ; - . ^ (iwrM.Bo®. 2S2. 

Jnj\tnGtion-^FejecUon of plaint a^ mi 
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EECl MEROffANTS ASSOCIATION RULES of sale made subject iq 
rides of Mice Merchants Assoeiation^Mnle ousting jurisdiction of Court of.law'-^ 

Bide providing for fixing midarate of goods for jpuTpose of ascertaining difier^ 
ences in case of non-fulfilment of contract — Buit by buyer for damages for non- 
delinery-— Plea that no damages recovemhle having regard to rate fixed---AlUga- 
lion hj plaintiff that rate fixed was not binding masmuck as the rules ivere )iot 
observed — Construction of rules-— Principal and agent —Agenfs pozoer to bind Ms 
principal to aTlUration— Indian Contract Act {IX of ISlI), sec* 9Z—8ale >- 
fender — 'N on -joinder — Praeiice — Suit cognizable by Small Causes Court brought 
in Migh Court — Jurisdiction^- 

Bee JuMSBioTiON ‘•t* . ^ ''' , IS 

BklM— Contract of sale made subject to rules of Bice Merchants Association— Buie 
ou^sting jurisdiction of Com-^t of law--- Rule providing for fixing mida rate of 
goods for purpose of asm'taining differences in case of non-fulfilment of contract 
— Bmt hy buyer for damages for non-delivery — Plea that no damages recoverable 
having regard to z^ate fixed — Allegation hy plaintiff that z'ate fixed was not hind-’ 
ing inasmuch as the ritUs wez'e not observed— Oonstrzwtion of z^ules—Prisicipal 
and agent— Agent's pozcer to hind his principal to arhiiration — Indian Contract 
Act{lXbfl&%)yseci%Z—Tm^^ 

iS'ee Jueisdiction *«* »«• 13 

^*^~> ’ - E'Xemplion of assessznezit in lieu of services z^endered or to he rendered— 
JJocuznezit gz^antmg exemption not stamped or registered — Grift — PLindu Law— 
Nihandha — Begistmtmh Act{IlIofVBll)iSee, ‘l7 — Transfer of Property Act 
{IV of 1 882), 55 (6 ) (/;), 123. 

/S'e<3 Transfer OE Property Act »*. ... •*.287 

— — '—-^Transfer of Property Act {IV of 1882), sec* 54 — Compromise— Land worth 
less than Bs. 100 ^Registration of deed? or delivery of possession ziot necessazy^ 

/S'tfe Transfer OF Pbopeety Act ... ...130 

SALE-DEED — Written a g^reeznent— Contemporaneous oral agreemezit to treat it as 
mortgage — Absence of fraud? misrepresezitation, Sc* — Oral agreement cannot he 
pleaded — Evidence Act (I of 1872), sec. 92. • 

Bee Etibence Act «*» «.* *.« »*. ««• 59 


SALE OF GOODS ACT (56 AND 57 VIO., 0. 7i), secs. 45 and i7-Bto2opage in 
tTSLUBitn—Ultmate destination of goods ^Dm^ation of h^ansit —Pledgee of hill of 
lading — Measure of dam-Tigc8J\ The plaintifts, a Bomhay tlrm, importied hardware 
goodsfrom M. & Co. of Manchester for sale on commission, the business being 
carried on and financed in the following manner. M. & Oo.> on shipping the goods, 
handed over the complete slxipping documents to B, and rOoeived from him an 
advance of 65 per cent, of the invoice price. B then handed over the shipping 
documents to the National Bank of India m England, and himself received a 
similar advance by drawing on a credit opened with the Bank by the plaintiffs. 
The Bank tlien forwarded the shipping documents to India, where the;^^ were haiaded 
over to the plaintifis in exchange for a trust receipt, the plaintifife hecoining 
responsible to the Bank for any short fall in the advaneeanaade to B. 


i:%k 


. On 12th February *1907 M. & Co. contracted to purchase from L* & Co. 
2^0 boxes of tin plates, delivery to be F. 0. B* Newport in four or flveiweeks after 
date. On 26th February M. & Co. wrote to L; & Co* enclosing instructions and 
marks for shipment ofithe 250 boxes. to Bombay, and on 2nd March req^uested 
them to forward the goods to W. & Co, at NeWlKJrt m time for shipment •; 

,rUlamMa@Iei^'viof Bombay. 'Oii-21st March'Ll® 'Co# 'ehclosed to M. 

another invoice for the remini^g 59; ; ' 


liilHif 


SiKil 
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boxes, the material part of the iiiTOice ia each ope being “ No claim ooncorning 
these goods can he recognized unless made within fifteen days from delivery to 
Messrs. W. & Co., Newport, for shipment on your account. 

The 250 boxes were put on board the steamer by W. & Co. as the agents of 
L. & Co., but in obtaining a hill of lading for 600 boxo.s (including the 250 m 
question) W. & Co. acted as tho agents of M. Sn Co. 

. The steamer left Newport on 4tli ApriL Following the usual course of 
business as above described, M. & Co. banded over to B the shipinng ^documents 
relating to the 600 boxes and obtained an advanp of £2oo-o;2 (being 6o per 
: cent. <k tbe invoice value). B., on the 6th April, obtained a similar advance from 
the Bank. On the same day M. & Co. suspended payment, and on 9th Aprd 
L. & Go., as unpaid vendors of 250 boxp, notified tbe steamship owners, the first 
defendante, to stop these goods in transit. 

The S. S. Clan Macleod arrived in Bombay on 13tb May, and ^e bill of lading 
which bad been duly handed over by the Bank to the plaintiff on 29th April 
in due course presented by the latter. They were informed, however, of 
tostop put on the 250 boxes and were offped a delivery order for the rernmn- 
ino- 250 alone. This they declined, refusing to accept anything but the Ml 
paWnt o* advance or the full amount of the goods. On 29th June the 
plaintiffs repaid the Bank the amount of the advance, and the trust receipt of 
Istli April was duly cancelled. 

owners and tlieir agents 


Page 


Co. were entitled to 


iiiic 

ii'T'ri-i 



On the plaintiffs subsequently suing the steamship 
for damages, 

SeU, that the transit did not cease at Newport, and h 
stop the goods after they had started for Bombay. 

'Esefwte Golding Davis S Co. (1880) 13 Gh. D. 628, followed. 

■ md, further, tliat the plaintiffs were, after 29th June,— on which date they 
• had fuifilled their obligations to the Bank,— pledgees for value of the biU of 
Winmit indeed they did not occupy that position from 29th April, being 
Ssferees of the Bank’s rights in respect of the advance as .ugainst tho 

defendants in tho 

.defendants were entitled to obtain from tbe 
plaintife for tbe advance made by tbe 
jLtter to M. h Co.] was ibe iigbt to tbe Security of tbe 250 boxes wbxcb they were 

wiTling frbm tbe outset sbonld be received by tbe plaintiffs* Ibe 

nlain&j by refusing to take delivery of tbe 250 boxes bad omitted to do an act 
'wbiob tbeir duty to tbe surety required them to do, and to tbe extent to which 
. liat ■ omisdon had resulted in loss, the surety was discharged* 

(1833) 5 B* & Ad. 81?, discussed. 

Thi CbaisfLine Steahees, Limited 

IN mVITUM THE 

” Wider ckn moard'^Btouse ofresidence-^ProMhitio^ of si<de 

t6 m a'i^Uider'^-Fre^emption ■^Oomtrmtion^Opwtt^ 


{1910) 34 Bom* 640 


56? 


FmmdmrB , ^ 

sec, '4[?& < ’i | > ' " . ' : ' - , 
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SANCTION TO PBOSE0tJTB~O,-^«^ iingh JuAge-Pomrs of Pm 

(jourt tor6poke t7iesmG6ion'--F2ill€otirtnotan Appellate CouH-^Predden^ev 
SimllOatm Courts^ Act (X r nf 1882), secs. 37, Z8~Onmiiicil Proeedwc. Go/e 

{Act V of 1898)j see* 195. . 

; CeIMPAE PxiOOEDTO 


310 


b±RAl^JkM---Inam‘--‘Miras(j}erm tenmey)->^I)enial of Bamnjamdads title 
-rAttornrnmt to mcGessive Saranfamdars’^IJstoppel--Glakito hold as Mirasl 
imant^IAmited possession.} In an ejecfcineiifc suit bronoJit 

by an iJiamdar against persons claiming to bold as Mirasi or permanent tenai^ts 
it was conceded that tlie Inam rights in tlie land in suit appertained to a Saranjam 
Iield on political tenure and that the present incumbent of the Saranjam Avas the 
plaintifE. The defendpts resisted ' the , inaiiitifEs claim to eject them on the 
ground that the Inani rights were merely the right to receive the royal share of 
the Teyenue and that the iiropiletary rights in the soil were, prior to tbo date ot 
the grant, vested in the grantee of the Inam, had deeended to his heirs independ- 
ently of the Inam and furnished the leasehold or Mirasi right. 

Meld, that the defendants’ contention involved the denial of the title, to the 
reversionary rights in the lands in the defendants’ occupation of the successive 
Sarau jamdars approved by Government. The defendants had, however, been 
continuously paying rent for cheir holding to the successive Saranjamdars 
inoluding the plaintiH. Tliey were thus estopped by attornment from clisnutin<»^ 
the plaintih:'s title. , ^ 


Vast^dev Baji v. Bahaji Emm (1871) 8 Bom. H. C. K. <A. 0. J.) 175 and Doe 
dem. Mdrloto v. Wiggins (184B) 4 Q. B. 367, referred to. 

Tho rights of successive holders of hereditary and impartible estates not 
governed by the ordinary rules of inheritance biit subject to the condition that 
Government shall approve of the heir may ho barred by advorsa possession. 

Tehait Earn Olmnder Singh v. SrimaU 3fadho Knmarx (1885) h. E. 12 I. 1, 
197, referred to. 


Where in an ejectment suit by an Inamdar it was shown that tho defendants, 
for more than twelve 3 *ears before the suit, openly asserted their claim to hold 
ns permanent Mirasi tenants, 


JSe^c?, that the defendants had acquired a title to the limited interest claimed 
by them and could not be ejected. 


TllIMBAK EaMCHAEDEA V, BhIKH GuLAK TilJiAm 


(1909) ^4 Boim 329 


- ^— Deeision if the Inam OonimiS8ioner--^JFlnatUtyr^SuU for deolaraiion 

of title and possession — Ewclmion of jwisdiction of Owil Gomfs^Eemnm 
Jurisdiction Act (X of ISf 6}, sec. 4, suB-'sec, (a)’^Act Xl of 1852. 


Bee Beyeote Jubisdictiok Aot 


232':' 


BHIDITION — Abetment — Waging of war — Indhn Beml Code (Act 
^■:'-.^CC^.I07vl08yl21,m.iy ; - „ — ' ■ ^ ,y'-; A,. ; Z 


• Bee Pekae Code 


39 1 


Feml OodB (Aet XL y" of 1860% seei 511, 124:A’^AUempt to 


; ' , ; ’ 'mmmAx^em^S’^Attmpt commit theojence of seditim-^^intentiohi agmstlm . ' 
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SELF- ACQUISITION — FartUion-^Cedain family property allotted to one branch 
of ihe family — Subsequent purchase of the allotted property by a member of 
another branch with his omn money — JEJccolmion hy Hie piirehaser of the other 
member of his branch — Hindu Latv. 

SeeEmmlti'w ... ... ... 1 

BHETSANADI LANDS — 'Rules framed under Act XI oflHb2 {Bombay) — Govern'- 
ment continuing the slietsanadi lands to ihe family of ihe shetsa^iadi who is dis’^ 
charged hy Government without any fault on Ms p>ctrt — Continuance on condition 
of paying full survey assessment on the lands — Subsequent resumption of the 
land-f by Government^ On the death in 1865 of ^ the then shetsanadi^ one B, 
Government appointed one Y as the now shetsanadi ; but tinder the rules framed 
upder Bombay Act XI of 1852, Government continued the shetsanadi lauds to 
, , the family of B on condition of their paying full survey assessment on the lands. 
The remuneration of Y was made payable out of the extra assessment recovered 
iu l§05.: 'Government resumed the lands and handed them over to Y for his 


, Heicii that both the orders passed in 1865 and the action taken under the rule 
framed under Bombay Act Ni of 1852 had in law the e&ct of converting the 
land from a shetsanadi vatan into a rayaiwari holding and investing the holder 
of the land with the rights of an ordinary occupant, entitled to it, so long as ho 
paid the survey assessment. . 

also, that the proceedings of 1905 were on ^ the supposition that what 
was done in 1865 on B^s death had the effect of continuing the lands in dispute 
as one reserved for shetsanadi service ; hut that was not its effect) .and the 
proceedings in question were ultra vires* . . 


Yellappa V . Mablingappa 


(1910) 34 Bom. 500 


SHtfUEAS— law — Mihhshara—Mayukha — KamaihU — La%D governing 
: . Kamaihis who live in Bombay— Succession — Anvadkeya Stridhan — Brefere^ice 

' between hmbmid and son horn of adulterous intercoime — Forms of marriage — 

‘ ' fPi^emmpUon as to form of marriage* 

'' 'yl, ^ ■ i 

... ' 

PfiwiwiaZ SmaU Causes Courts Act (IX of 1887), 

'“I ® and Suit for iJke •re.cnvfi.wi nf AAviniA'i, .oo/.m 


(2) and {^)r—Suit for the recovenj of certain sum 
m 0fe'^^6d^de of/immbvedhU- p^ hy the 

Court of Small Causes— TDeeree final— ’Appeal-^ Jm'isdictim^ by consent of 

P^viiirciAn Small Cause Ooubxs Acr 

Code [Act F* of 1908), 
the Ff^st flges Snbordimte 
fyfPWy 9f execution ■ (f (he ' SmaM Cause 

'-'CP'nrt. ' of the First Judge f of a 

'mA-fbr'r^nd of mm^^thSee' 



^:.Gaps4 '^fyr^fefmd- of 
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uicie aie as&eib ot a DailiiersliiB m -fliB Lati/Ic •_ ^ 


Pago 


receiver appointed in a 
" to ask for a 


Bidd V. Thom (1902) 2 Oh. 344, Mowed. 

assetslrwliflt’^li^fn fi 'iecree against a partnership Jrm, the available 

' - ssets or wiaiclx are in tlie liands of. a receiver appointed in a previous nartnersliin 

CoMt’for^'^T''’ f ^ execution a^inst those Lsets, buUo ask the 
?C?rder d^l with the charge according to 

Ne«o»fiy v. (1886) 34 Ch. D. 345, followed, 

.A. H.UI Ismail asd Go. i-, Eadiabai ... .„ (1909) 34 Bom. 484 

SPEGIHO EELIEP ACT (I OF iff/l), sec. U—Civil Procedure Coda {Act Till 
I. r , Tic.i c. 86, 50 — Suit hy plaintiff for mere 

decjara-^n that the mmov defeudaf^^ not his eon—Imestu/atimi of claim 

a .suit for a (1^ that 

detendant 2, a minor, was not his son and that he was not born to the plaintiff’s 

Tu^m- WT injunction restraining defendant 1 from pro- 

™ defendant 2 was plaintiff’s son and from claimiiio' 

maintenance for him as such son. The defendants contended that the suit was 
not maintainable under the provisions of the Specific Relief Act (I of 18771 and 
that it was premature. 

.ffeZd, that the suit was miiintaiiiable, it being within the provisions' of 
section 42 of the Specific Relief Act (I of 1877). ^ ^ 

of fhe liigliest importance 
investigated and decided without uiinecssaiy delay, 
.mdwhenthe ooiitroversy had once been brought to trial the decision should 
ordinarily follow the usual course, euomu 

Yool V. TtViing (1903) Ir. Rep. 1 Ch. 434, distinguished. 

Bai Shri Vaktuea v. Thakoek AeAEsiNsiui Eaisitohji.„( 191 C') 34 Bom. 676 


-SBC. 45- 


djs^ehon .of Chef Pudge £Smail Causes Court— CUy of Bombay Municipal 

as amended by Bom. Act V of 1905), secsfzz 
^ 11 c election petition having been lodged with the Chief 

dna^e 01 the SmaR Cause Court, the latter unseated two of the successful can- 
aiciates and foimd cause of objection against the candidate in whose favour 
were recorded the next highest number of valid votes after those letuxned as 
elected. He declined to inqiiice further into the claims of any other candi* 

candidate elected, as, on his interpretation of 
sectaon S3 (2) of the Bombay Municipal Act (Bom. Act IH of 1888 as amended 
byBom, ActYof 190b), hewas not enabled todoso. , X 

The two highest of the other unsuccessM candidates thereupon obtained 

section 45 of the Specific Belief Act 
(i ot Lmfh to show cause why he should not proceed to declare them elected 
tender section 3B (2) aboye mentioned. ; ; 



, „ .. .. 

t .V7I..-V''7 ? ■.■■i A • ■■ .a: 
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Section 33 liaTing bten iield to empower tlie Chief Judge to oet aside the 
election of any number of candidates returned as elected, there was nothing 
repugnant in construing the section as empowering the Chief Judge to fill up 
anynnmher of vacancies so. created from the list of nnsuccessM candidates 
subject to the provisions of the section. 

It was clearly incumbent on the Chief Judge to deal with the question of 
filling up both the vacancies. He should accordigly proceed to place tlie 
unsuccessful candidates in order of valid votes. The two with the highest ' 
number of valid votes against whom no c^use of objection was foundl should bo 
declared to be deemed to be elected. If only one qualified, or none qualified, 
proceedings for filling the vacancy or vacancies would have to be taken under 
\ sectioned:. 

An application under section 88 (1) should name the persons whose olectiun 
is objected to. 

, In rBife of the Specific Eeuisf Act, anu in the matters of 

• ' Sakapallt Mamooji anb Japfer Jxtsbb ... ( 1910) 34 Bom. 659 

STATUTE, COHSTRUCTION O’B—^omlay Za7id Eeveme Code (Ho;??.. Act V of 
1879), see. 48.] The Bombay Land Revenue Code ^ (Bom. Act Y of 1879) is a 
taxing enactment and must be construed strictly in favour of the subject. 


Seceetaey of State t?, Lalbas 


... (10G9) 34 Bom. 280 


City of Bomlmj Mtmicipal Act {Bo^n. 

V Act III of lSBS)i sec* 805 — Municipal Qommissioner '-'Notice^ clisohedimee of-— 
J BrimU streets — Levelling and drainhig of-^Lialility of owners of several pre- 

: ' — Owners of huildifig sztes^Buildings eonstriiGted hy lessees on the sites 

" — TremiseSi what are. 

; , i See Bombay Mxjnicipae Act (Boh. Act III op 1888), seo. 805 

STATUTORY OBLIGATION, BREACH OF-^mgligence of EaUway Company-- 
. Brmpli of statutory duty — Iiyjnry to passengers with ar^n otiiside carnage window 
f:‘pmtriluiOTy negligmce — Contractml obligation. 

•** 

dest ination of goods— * Duration of transit 
damages — Sale of Goods Act 
■ The' plamtiffs,.. a Bombay firm, im- 
G ported hardware goods fro^ Co. of Manchester for sale on commission, 
. a ' ■ ; ’ . the business being carried on and financed in the following manner. Ai. Ss Co , 
; / . ' on shipping the goods, handed over the complete shipping documents to B, and 
received from him an advance of 65 per cent, of .the invoice price. B then 


,5 ’Ranfe by the ^ plaintiffs. The Bank then forwm ded the shipping ttbeumenfes to 
were handed over to the plaintiffs in exchange Tor 

responsible to the Bank for any short ; 

OrB# in.^ortr pr Eve ^ek$ a^fter 

^ ei^o|ring ipstEJ^dtiont and 
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invoice in eacli ease being “No claim concern ^ 
T &Oo., as tbe wenfci of 

: ■»“ (““".“.irg-o i 

Sotirisr o'*?. *““£• “™“ 

9tli Awil T, n. A ^ suspended paTme;at, and on 


p»™t at tte .a.»... « tii&n -i.„.T7f a.lS'aVX"5aj S 

their agents 

SeM, that the transit did not cease at Newport, and L. & Co. wore entitinfr i n 
stop the goods after they had started for Bombay. 

Eximrtc GoUing Davis cO Co. (1880) 13 Ch. D. C28, followed. 

June, -on wliioh date thev- 
_r.Klfnlfllled then- obligations to the Bank,— pledgees for value of the bill ol 
lading, if indeed they did not ooouiiy that position from 89th April, heiim- 
dXmW in respect of the .ndvance as gainst the 

^^EeM, further, that the plaintiffs were entitled to join both defendants in the 

The utmost benefit which the defendants were entitled to obtain from tbe 
position of L & Co. as sureties [sc. to the plaintiffs for the advance- made by the 
latter to M. & Co.] was the right to the security of the 250 boxes whicb' tS#v 
"'®T®,.^^'“Sfromthe outset should be received by- the plaintiffs;.,* The 
plaintiffs by refusing to take delivery of the 250 boxes had omitted to do an act 
whmh their dnty^to the surety required them to do, and to the extent to whidi 
that omission had resulted m loss, the sm-ety was discharged, - 

in rc, 'iVvstsiTit'h'ics (1833) 5 B. & Ad, 817, discussed. 

: Bafiot Sokabji e. The CiAif Lute Stbamees, LtMiran .,,(1910) 34 Bom. 6^ 

rE:EDHAN^,4m!afeya— SaecesstoK-— Aoiis mid daugUerssUiieiedequidlv^Athma 

dcnighUrsmmarr%edhawfrefmnaB-^MaguMi^EinduImc. ^ y 

' ,1- lMB;—MUakaMm—Ma:giAha—-E<mat%is~~Daw aimmina ■ ■ 
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Pago 


governed for tiic irarposc of inlieritance bj the law of tbe Mitak.sbra'a and tbo 
Maytiklia, wliere they agree : but wlieve they differ, the Maynkha huv must 
prevail* 

'i he of a feiu ale devolves ou her death upon her husband in prefer- 

ence to the son born cf her by adnltoims intercourse. 

The ^ law will, even among Shiidras, presume the marriage to have been 


according to the approved forms if the parties belonged to s 
Jagankath Eaghunath V. Nauayajv 


respectable family. 
(1910) 34 Bom. 


STElBHAN — Jlindtc Law-^MUakukara — Daug]ht67*B inlieHting from their father — 
Shaif^es separate and absohite — Tenants-in-common-'] In the Bombay Presidency 
r a daughter taking property inherits it ob stridharb and daughters take their shares 
separately and absolutely. : 

6'ee DaXTGHTEBS, IHHEEiTANCE OIF ..V »M 


510 


La‘W--^Mitakshra—3Iaguhh—Kamathis--‘-Za0 governing 
■ / KamMhis^ between Inishand and eon horn of 
adulterous intercourse — Shudras — Forms of marriage — Fresum^tion as to form* 

Hindu Law ... ... ... 55S 

— Hind n Law — SitdraS’-^Mitahshara — Legitimate son — Illegitimate 

son-r-Vaian — Collateral succession— Suit hg reversioner for declaration as 
nearest heir — Widow of the last male lioldcT'^Vested right — Limitation Act 
{XYofmi),Art 120. 

AS'gfe Hindu Law ... - ... ... ... ...321 


•^^Stridhan — Anmdheya — Sons and daughters succeed eguallg-- 


; ~ Among daughters unmarried have preference — Mayuhha — Hindu Laio, 

: See Hindu Law 

: — SEC. IS^-'Hmdu Wills Act (XXI <^f 1870), 

: sec^^% ,md B-^Adminisirator-OeneraVs Act (II of 1874), 36 — Will made 

, ^ ’%^ >Boii^ay^Froperty worth less than. Bs, 1,000 — Probate — Admlnistratm'^ 

\ ’ 1 ^ A will made in Bombay is subject to the provisions of the 

a iv I Act (XXI of 1870) and a person claiming as a legatee under the 

probate as he would be bound by 
of 1865) which is incorporated in 


385 






provision of the Admihistrator-Generars, Act (II of 1874) is not affected 
the incorporation in the Hindu Wills Act (XXI of 1870) of section 187 of tho 

..x/’xr 

Pandueang Bai'Uji ... (1910) 34 Bom. 506 

SEG.2BO-^Probate and Admtn'istr(xtionAet(V 0^ ; 
r. .. . Will^Probafe— Caveator — Interest possessed by the caveator ^ 
the Probsde and Administetion Act/ 1881 
ith.&A of se 250 of the Indiah BUccession.Act, 1865),; 
%terest which ©ititles a person to put in a caveat must be an 
the d^^ed person, that is, there should- be no dispute 

some intere^ In the estate 4^ived from the 





geniml index. 


xev' 


321 


iSfee Hisdp La-w ^.,. 

EuSs A° aZ^s® (ActT op 1008 ), Obdeb XXXIII, 

SUITS VALUATION ACT (VII 0,F 18S7 V Aec / i r . .■ 

V^^e JuRISBlCTIOK ■ . • 


“SEC. ^1—Restiiutimi of conjugotl 


237 


^^^^mi^tfiesmt—Bombay GivilOourtB Act(Xirof im), seo.U. 

, Nee Eestitittion OP CoHJEQAt Eights .... ' ... ...286 

Neyawie Code {Bom. Act V of 1879), 
Swo settlement mtrodneed into Inam villaae—Inam- 

“• V;«. 

217 SECS. 3 (11) 

*** ••* V 086 

TALUKDAES’ (UUJAKATH) act (BOM. ACT VI OF 18SR1 ,rr. m , , , , 

otier tenifef lil 

cxpiession laiukdar s estate means only the estate held by a Taltifcdai* nTi Titlnl- 

. ?ZaX4t.“' 

Zlioddblm v. Chaganlal (1907) 9 Bom. L. E. 1122, followed. 

Bhac bebha Mavsakgji V . Patel Vela Dhanji ... 

■£aw-ANtoJsW-DaK3Af!aTO iiAeritmg pro- 
s separate and absolute.] la tlie Bombay Pr4- 

ber father mherite it as ,S4Tnd , 
ciau^ liters take their shares separately and absolutely. - . ; ’ • : - . 

-f is not physically divided, it k held hy the 

^ ^ (1910) 31 Bom. 510 

Act (IX 0 / 1872), m->Ooiiirmt cf ml^ mMe 

Qou<^t nf V AssociaUm-^XuU ousting Junsdieti(M of : 

UouH of Uw-jMuh pfovidmg forfmng midot fate <f mods for purm^^^ cf 

rate fixed was mt ^h^g mismueh as tU 


(1S09) 34 Bom. 55 
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X0ri 


THIBD fAllTY-^Pra(tke'---Third forty refund io gim-^ 

DmnUon. 


The general principle on which the Conri will issue third patties directions is 

(!) That there must bo a clear e^so of contribution or indemnii y from tlio 
third party, 

(2) that all the disputes adsing out of a transaction between the plaintiff 
and the defendant and a thiul party can be tried and settled in one suit, and 

(3) that in cases of contiact j^nd snh-contraei it must appear that tlie 
contract between the plainti€ and the defendant has been impoifcod into the 
contract between the defendanti and the thiid party. 

Under the rules now in fono the thiid party cannot bo cited so as to he 
hound by the trial of one particular question which is identical as bctwoeii the 
plaintilf and the defendant and as between the defendant and tho third 
party* 

Sodkr V. J^tame (l!\o. 3) [1895] 1 Q. B. 591, followed. 
lsr. & A. GrBiHAM & Go. 9, CHumLAn HAEIL4I1 & Co. *.* (190J) 34. Bom. 123 


'JDlTUB, QUEST! OIST OF — Jjiifidkdion jd.ct {J^V of 1B'17)^ sec^ 5 caul 

1l(m to file an appeal in him^ pauperis -Dcto/ in piaJetng the appUeailon— 
Minor applicmif-^Exofm of chlag-^Prohafe-^Grunt of pnjhaie—Qmsihn of 
iillemtctffeeteclhyihcgrant-‘'R%^]ia.^iQ^idi--CnriI]PTocedure Code UiJ V of 


Limitation Aot (XY ob 187?), sues. B\m 7 


589 


SIRAS ALLOWANCE---Pcwo;i5 (XX/iJ of 1871), sees* 6, 8,11--- 
U of the fights io fccelve collowame at a Qoitrb sate—^The allowance 

i in the name of the purGhawr-^Applloaiion hi/ Iiar^ of the purclias'en to 

i mreafs of allowance--GeriiJicate of OoUector, 

Bm’Bm&iom Ao^ ... ..,154 



Oompa^ig^Breaeh of SiattUorg thdg‘--lnjiirg 
carnage tolndow — Oonirihulorg ncgligeme-^-Ui 


to 

’On^ 


. ' HBonksNOU ... 

^ p^nng. promissorg notes in the frmts name 

wtf flout any ^ advmtage io the firm — Minor cQ-pdreenef — LiaUlitv of minor 
co-parcener tn suit on py^omissorg notes--Hiniu law* * 


427 
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was mortgaged to Mm was land appurtenant to an Iiereditary ofSca and iiialien** 
able beyond the life-time of the incumbent* Subsequently to the mortgage 
the estate of the mortgagor was enlarged so as to be alienable in the life-time of 
the holder. After the enlargement the mortgagee having claimed to hold the 
propel ty against the hexr of the mortgagor, 

that the mortgagee took only suoli estate as the holder of the Yatan 
property was capible of conveying to the mortgagee at the time of the mortgage 
and that the mortgagee could not claim to retain the projierty in virtue of the 
^ mortgage after the death of the moitgagor. 

Gahoabai V. Baswaot (1909) 34 Bom* 


TBANSPER OF PROPEBTY ACT (IV OP 1882), seo. 

mise'^^Jjadd woHh less llian Ks* 100 — Meg isf ration of deedj or delioerg of 
possemon not necessary^} The terms of a compromise affecting a claim to land of 
the jalue of less than Rs. 100 were reduced to writing. The document was not 
registoied, nor was the tiansaetion accompanied by delivery of possession. The 
material provisions of the deed wore as follows : — 


You and we are co-sharars. In your and oiir land, Survey No. 20, there Is 
a well. Therein you and we have a joint share. Partition is to he made includ- 
ing it. After the said (survey) number is divided, we shall give 9 ptends more 
fiom oui’ share and both of us should put up bandh (embankment) in the middle 
of the well, and possession and enjoyment should be carried on according to our 
respective shaies. According to this condition wo should not cause obstruction 
to each other# One who will act in contravention of this agreement will be ablo 
to reimburse loss which may bo caused.” 

The lower appellate Court regarded the transaction as a sale which under tho 
provisions of the Transfer of Property Act (lY of 1882) required delivery of 
posa>e&sion in order to validate ii 

that the terms of the deed did not Ming the transaction witMn the 
category of a sale, as defined lu tho Transf oi of Property Act (IV of 1882). 

Ileldt further, that the document in question merely embodied a eompromiso 
between the parties and was in effect an acknowledgment of o^wistliig rights 5 
and that theiefore 110 delivery of possession was neeosbary. 

MuiiiMmm Kuwar v. Maul Mnla^ Kuwar (1871) L. R. 1 1. A. 157, followed. 

Eeisota Taniiaji Aba Siiltti Patib ... (1909) 34 Bom. 189 


SECS. 55 (0) {h\ 


imtlon Act {III 0/1877), sec. 17 — Bxemption of assessment Ueu of 
rendered or to be renderGd’-^Doewimnt grauiim mt MarAped or 

mghtered*^Bale'*^Q-ift — Jllitdu Jti considei^ation of so-rvices 

^ i already rendered or thereafter to bo rondored by the defendahtto the ptodooessor- 
in-titlo of the plaintiff, tho latter executed two documents whereby ho relojasod 
^ dofopdant from paymoni to Mm of tho assessment on cerMih lands. Tho^o 
. ddduments i^ere pot stamped or registered. Tho plaintiff sued to rocpvor .,arroats 
" of, a|SeBimeht from tho defendant, who pleaded oxomptlOB nnd#r jtwp 
[ I lower appelMie Douit found the tran^iiop to bo oAo r^^' 

I } ^ id section 55 {# (6) of 

f I , plaintiff to i^y to to© delondan| whi^ttw Oopri oak 

1 1 Mfefehd (|ho 

, ' ^ Meld, that the transaction evidenced by tho documents could not be regarded 

Oon#om|ioniCould,.npi})e,regajrded,AS./^, price "'M nnd, oven if itf/'. 
iu'mbpPy>ah%it^Wh^T4J^^ f^t that it was 

^ 1 af^ortaiil 4 1 * - ’ ^ M J 


1 ^ " 
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j. 

^€Zc? 5 ftirtlier,tihat tlie transaetioii must be regarded as o»e of gift. It was 
a gift of the g'rantee^s right to assessment ; and such a right is regarded as 
nibancUia in Hindu Law and lhei*efore immoveable proport j. The documents 
not having been registered, the gift did not operate. 

^ there having been no registered instrument in support of the 

detendant s title the right sot up in defence must be negatived* 


Mabhaveao V, Kashibai 


(1909) 34 Bom. 287 


^^t^BANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT (IV OF 1882), sec. (^l^Us^fructnar^J moH^ 
gage-^IJeU payable 'i^it]imafixecl^enod--BxpiryoftheperM 

an order J or Where under a usufructuary mortgage the morbnio'o 

' debt 18 made payable within a fixed permd, the moi tgage is not purely a usufruc-^ 
■V N mortgage and the mortgagee has, in the absence of a contract to the contrary, 

. ; the iigtt to an Older under section 6 7 of tlie Transfer of PropeiiY Act (IV of 

f. •- 1883) that the property be sold after the debt has become payable. 

MaAa^«;iv, fofi(1892)17 Boin. 425 and ZrisMa yt, Sari (1908) 10 Bom. 
I explained. ' ^ ^ 


Dattambhat Rambhat r, Ebisiinabhat 


(1910) 34 Bom. 462 


TT! 7 TZ 7” r.pon mortqaqe 

-^mortgage et&ecuted Ig adult members of the family— -Suit brought against all 
members e^Qcejpting aminor-^Becree—Bale of mortgaged ^properfg in execution 


•and his two grandsons Sb and R. (minors) by a predeceased son. S. inort<yan-ed a 
hou^e for purposes alio wed. by Hindu law. The deed of mortgage was signed by 
am and Sb represented by. his mother. The mortgagee sue<i on the mortga4 
and joined S*,M. and Sh as party defendants. The suit passed into a decree in 
execution of which the house was sold at a Court auction and purchased bvthe 
plaintiff. In a suit by the plaintiff against M,, B\ and R. {S. having died) for 
. possession of the house, R. claimed to exempt from the sale his shW in the 
which was one-fourth, on the ground that as he was not a party to the suit. 

. M nipt hound by the decree. ^ 

he was represented by the 
were the, managing members of the family. 


grandfather of R,, and B 

pouncby It mjm it had been contracted for illegal or immoral purposes, 

EAMiEisHKi ». VnfAtAKNAEAXAN',-" • ' ■ ... (1009) 34 Bom. 854 

“SeA Xir 0/ 1882);.ee.. 43 SO-fei; to reclZ 

■■■^gaged mA mhypofJma^ propeHy-Becree agaimt mcigaged propert 
r.^e^Sala-Ammnt reedn^ not m^oient— Application for inpIte^cM- 

Jn a suit upon mortgage dated thp. tm.Th 


J';iie^ 0 Creer)ms ' passed in plaintiff's 


'■ ' k ^***'^‘*^»^ py -pie sale- 

to the -decree, tho. plaintitf t 


Ui-t-ii''- -■* i'. 



GBSfiEAL INi)EX 


'xex 


On appeal by t.lie plaintiff be attempted to prove fcbafc tbe claim was witbin 
time owing to an intermediate payment by the defendant, but tlie appellate 
Court found that tbe plaintiff failed in his attempt and confirmed the decree. 

On second apxml by the plaintiS held, confirming tbe decree, that the mort*- 
gage in suit being of tbe year 1887 and the suit of the year 1899, the plaintiff’s 
right to a personal decree against the mortgagor was time-barred, tbe plaintiff 
having failed to show the ground on which exemption from the law of limitation 
was claimed. 

Held, further that the plaintiff could not be^ allowed at a late stage of tbo 
suit to bring forward for tbe first time allegations which it was necessary to 
prove in order to show that ho was entitled to a further decree againt the 
defendant personally* 

Gulam Husseii?' y. Mahamaballi Ibsahimji ... (1910) 31 Bom, 54?) 

TEANSIT, DURATION’ OF — Stoppage in transitu — TJUimate destination of goods 
^Fhclgee of hill of lading — Measure of damages — Sale' of Goods Set and 

57 F/C.J c. 7 1), secs* 45 and 47. , " 

See Sale oe Goons Act (56 and 57 Vic., c, 71), sbcs. 45 and 47 610 

TEUST — Ifaliomed an Icao-^W'ahf-^G if t--- Essential elements for validity ^Tovoer 
of remcation^General ^'Tincifles — Vested remainders* 

See Maho^^iedan Law .»• «.*' •<« ...I ... 601 


TRUSTS AOT (II OF 1882), secs. 5 and Caste — Tntsiee of eastefands — Extent 

of right to inspect docicments — Demand and refusal — Jicrisdiotun of Civil 
Courts in caste-gmstions — AppUeation of Indian Trusts Act {II of 1882). 
secs* 5 and 6, to creation of trusts of caste funds-^Civil Procedure Code {Act V 
of 1908), SCO* 151.] As a result of dissensions in a Hindu caste a suit was 
filed by the plaintiff, a trustee of certain caste funds and member of the 
Managing Committee, against the defendant, a co-trustee and the Prasideent of that 
Committee. The plaintiff prayed for a declaration that he had the right to inspect 
all books and documents ot the Mahajan Managing Committee, Sub-Oommittee 
and Trustees, and for an injunction restraining the defendant from interfering 
with him in the exercise of such right. The only two documents about which 
there -was any real controversy were the minutes of the Sub-Oommittee and the 
correspondence file of the Mahajan, 

Meld, that as tmstees of the Berasar and Sadharan funds, the plaintiff had 
no right, either in law or by virtue of any caste rules, to the roving inspection 
claimed. ■ ' ■ . 

Banh ofB^mhag v. Sulenidn (1908) 32 Bom. 466 at p. 474, reiBerred to. 

Held, f uiiher, that the Mahajan fund of this caste being a purely secular f und 
the Indian Trust Act applied, and the plaintiff could not claim to have been 
made a trustee of that fund merely by virtue oFa caste resolution and his own 
letter of acceptance. - 


' fiirther, on the evidence, that there had been no express demand addressed 

by the plaintiff to the pi’oper quarter, and no refusal by the defendant such as 
i ^ J would he necessary to enable a suit of this character to succeed. 

^ ^ further, that where rights to* property are not -involved all matters of ; ' 
^ ^ inlernal managemeait must bo left to the decision of the caste. 

Mween-the/ 

'ledl&y. 
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ifc -rag outside ihe Court’s Jurisdiction in accordance mtli tlie decision m Wemclmii 
Y. Smaialmnd (1880) 5 Bom. at p. 81 F. N. ^ Lalji SMmjl v. Waljl Wardlmuu 
(1895) 19 Bom. 607, refen eel to and distinguislied* 

Meld, lastly, tliat wlien according to well cstablislied principles certain 
questions liave "been romOYcd from t& jurisdiction of tlie Clouit, they cannot 
be brought witlun iiio Jmisdiction under section 151 of the Chil Procedure Code 
(Act T of 1908). 


Jbihabhai Nabsey i?. Chabset Ooomnsi 


(1909) 31 Bom. 46? 


TBDSTEES of caste funds — CasU'^^Extent of rtgU to insinct iocimoni*i-^ 

^ ^ Demand and rofmal — JurisMoUon of Civil Ooitrts bi casie-qi^e^thm — Ap 2 ^Uea~ 

! Uon of Indian Trmifi Act {II of 1SS2% i,ers. 5 and 0, to creation of trmts of 

\ * caste fmdS'^Oivil Procedure Gods {Act V o/'1908), sec* 151. 

I 8m Tbusys Aci^ (II ot 1882), secs. 5 ato 6 

I ^ ^ j j . 

— WidoVt>^Mmi^emnee^Mmhtmmee allowed will of %mlani 
^ " I # Hi0e-^TPncli:mUiy (f wife after husband'* s death^-^Maintenance not affected — 

« 'Starving fkamtenancer^&ndu Daw* 

Bee HiFUtr Daw •„ ... 5 

UNHyPOTPIECATED rnOPEETY — Procedure Code {Act XIV of 1882), 
secs. 43 and W— Transfer of Property Jet (IV of 188*2), sec. 90 — Suit to recomr 
mortgage-dehi by sale of mortgaged and unliypothecatcd property-^Decrce against 
\ / mortf^ged property alone — Bede — Amount realised not sirflcteni’-^Ap^heation 

it i , supplemental decree to recover balance by sale of other property'^D%m%tation — 
% I r I 1 forward allegations at a late stage* 

if ^ 

. K ^aoTBANSEEE OE PBOBIRTY Acr (IV OB 1882), SEC. 90 ... 

'^ft^miOTUAKV MOnmim-^Tranfer of Property Act (IF of im2), see 67-- 
* ,,“^1 * j^c^Me within a fixed period--^ Expby <f the period — Mortgagees right 

imer for sale.] Wheie under a usufructuary mortgage tho mortgage- 
|||i|ad4 payable within a dxed period, the mortgage is not purely a usufiuc- 
1^.4 themoitgagee has, in the absence of a contiact to the contrary, 

IJ ah Order under section 67 of tho Transfer of Property Act (lY of 
||he |iir6ir^ty |?e sold after the debt has become payable. 

I? Bbm. 425 and Krishna t. Mart (1908) 10 Bom, 
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^ ^ Agreement to pay the debt after fixed period — 

^^^fio0gadm after the expiraUon of the period for the reconwy of, the ieM 

1^^^ frpferi^—Bomha^ MegvlatUn 
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acerae from tieir possession. Eesidential property~in tie sense of property 
wbicli a pnrcliaser wishes to acquire for his own residence— is such a commodity. 

The first question to determire is whether there is a demand, and if there is a 
demand the oiiginal cost is the rw st impoitant element for consideration. 

It is the duty of kgA piaciitioneis attending lefoie the Acquisition Officer to 
^ assist him in aruTing at a valuation by putting befoie him all the information and 

materials at tneir disposaL 

JiN" THE MATTER OE liAHD ACQUISlTlOH AlCT* Ijst THE MATTER OE Go^ERiN'*' 

MBMT Am StJKBAHAHH ( 1009 ) S 4 i Bom. 486 

YATK^-^BeguIaimf XTI ofim^-Tranfcr of FroperUj Act (IFr/lSSS), U 

^ — Morigagc-^Stthseqtoent cnlargomnt of the mortgagor's estate 

•-Jfnmie ^ropertg--^Morigagec'6 clawi to hold the propertv against the morU 
gagor s heir:] A mortgagee of BesLgat Vatan knew that tke pioperty \vbicli 
was mortgaged to \vas land appurtenant to an kereditary o&ce and inalien- 
able beyond tne life-time of tbe incumbent. Subsequently to the mortgage the 
estate Of the mortgagor was enlarged so as to be alienable in the life-time of 
the holder. After the enlargement the mortgagee having claimed to hold tho 
property against the heir of the moi'tgagor, 

MeU, that the mortgagee took only such eatate as the holder of the Vatan 
property ^as capable ot conveyirg to the moitgagee at the time of the mortgage 
and lliat the mortgagee conld not claim to retain the propeitv in virtue of the 
mortgage after the doaih of the mortgagor. 

Gangabai t,. BaswaisT (1909) 34 jyg 

"TisOTf 28— OiDjf Procidm-e Code (Act XIV 

0/3882), see. 31~Git>iZ PAccdurc Code (Act V of 190i'), Ordo- I, Bide 9— 
JMnds aUaohed to vatan—Joxnt oxuicn—Lca^c — Lease good, till the death of the 
surviving jomi oioner—Gordon Settlement of 1864 — AimiS hj representatims of 
one joint otener to recover possession— Representatives of the other joint owner 
jomed as co-difendants iKth the sepresesitatives of the lessee-Plamtiffs’ claim, 
allowed to the extint of ihevr_ share— Appeal ly plaintiffs and ca-difmdants 
elaimmg iheirjhare -limitation— Treatment if co-dtfendanis as oo-plaintiffs— 
Amendment of plaint and decrecf ^ ^ 

See Limitation Act 

— Sudras—MitaTcshara—Legitmaie son—lllegitimaie son- Cdlai&ral 

succemm—^i 4 hg reversioner fos' declaration as nearest heir— Widow of the 
last male holder —Vested right— ZimitatM Act (XV <f 18)7), Art. 120— 

Mmdu ^ 

See Tlmw W 321 

VlfAWDAB-^Sw^toy Offees Act (Bm. Act III efUU), sees. 25, 

qf rmOmPd Vatandar— Representation— JEldest sm or mer nearest heir of ' 

im mo^sed^B^itfo^ deGlar(^ion-^JuHsdiGU&n., 4 v ^ 

Ac® ... , ... .jL i ( illndt' 


'Is 

^ A . 'i, .( I 


rr ^ X ' qf repr^mtdtiW widow f^resentoMm 

'V atanm^Jjmh gftlm widoW^Appl^dtim ty ifhi%kaf>e^ Bir Wifke decea^m ■ 


I I'iff •’ i i w ' 'i ; ! -■ i ' i . ■' 
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TESTED BEMAIKDEBS — Mahomsdan law — TFalcf G-lff 7 


8 ee Mahomedait Lav 


(^odo {Aol XLYof 

See Penal Code 

y^klL^--MaJidm^arh laio-^Gjft-^Bsiientlid elements for 'mUdltv—Pow-r of 
: . reMon^General pnnclj>les^restcd mnaindcrs:f In 1902 f Shia 

medjn by deed con^reyed certain immoveable property to himself and otW 
, teustew for Lmself for life and after his death for^the SymentT^nuities to 
his -widow and daughter and the balance to certain charitie" . l!i , * 

I>ro?ided tliaton tliedeatk of his widow her annuitv fn clatises 

; : - .1. .d»tt rf hass*" 'tefs 

^ His <i<i/iig’Iiter then filed a Suit for a deolarfitioii infer nlin 4-Ln. j.* 

. ..d ..b,.,u...i ™ s s.siiirss 

IMd^ that the conveyance in 1902 was invalid* 

Looked at from the standpoint of the MahoTno/lan'. lovrr ’ . ^ 

would:benomorethanaprirate4ft£»L.i,trtPm^^ 

pm-ty, andrthorefore subfect 

. whether private trusts were known to Mahomedan law. ^ ^ 

, , ■■ (1907) 32 Bom. 112, discussed and distin- 


w.a 604 


Jainabai V , B. D. Sethna 


(1910) 84 Bom. 604 


; o-aj j>om. 

Da.w» ■ ■ .,,4 ^ ' 

V i 7 t' * ^f^^'n’^’^oe—Mamtemnee aZlotoed lu will of Tiuaha-nfl fn 

i g,; <^ffooted-UnelIuiy 

&|41::'iil':l:'; Law 


Mny of the epeidor—Tesiatm'’s assets 

■ to«g‘S‘'aSebK'‘uSi‘i'tr“a 
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Widoiir as owner of tK© irm of Gprdliandas and by ber daughter. The fact 
of the will was denied in the mortgage conveyance. The ladies executed the 
mortgage by affixing their marks and their names were written bv the executor. 

J. Siied the mortgagor -ladies and the executor to recover the mortgage- debt and 
obtained a decree. The executor died while the suit was pending. The mort- 
gage property was sold tinder J.’s decree and was purchased by him at the court- 
gale. In the meanwhile the benehciaries nnder the wdll, that is, the two grand- 
sonspf the testator and the sons of the deceased executor, brought a suit against 
J. for a declaration that the property was not liable to be sold under the , defend- 
ant’s mortgage-decree and that the defendant had obtained by his purchase no 
right as against the plaintiffs’ rights in the property. 

dismissing the suit, that the moif gage wa by one member of the firm 
with the consent and informal co-operation of the undisclosed partner, the 
executor, who had the implied authority of the testator to deal with the factory 
in the ordinary course of business. The mortgage was therefore valid and binding 
on the executor principal. 

Jttggemmndm Keeha Bliah y, Mcmadas Brijlaohun^Dm (1841) 2 Moo I A 
487, followed. 

A mortgage by a trader under a testamentary trust of the testator's property . 
is referable to his implied authority as a trustee and not io his position as 
executor. 

Bevitt V. Eearneg (1888) 13 L. E. Ir. 45 at p. 52, followed. 

An executor carrying on the trade of his testator under a testamentary trust 
is liable personally to the trade creditors and is entitled to use as a trader the 
trade assets of the testator. ^ He does not violate his trust by carrying on the 
trade in conjunction with his co-executor who is not named as a trado trustee. 

The trustee, though personally liable for the debts w^hich ho contracts in the 
course of his business, has a right to be paid out of the specific assets appropriated 
lor that purpose and the trade creditors are not to be disappointed of x)aymeut 
m far as the assets so appropriated are concernod. 

Jettiauhai V, CnoTALAii ... ... (1909) 34 Bom. 209 


^YIXL — Act {EV of IS^ 7), secs, 5 and 7 — Af^licationto file an appeal 
in formd pauperis — JDelag in making the application — Minot applicant — Exetm 
of delag— P'rohate ' — Grant cf prohatc — Question of title not afected hg the 
judicata — Frosedtire Code (Act V (^.1908), ^ec. 11. 

See LiMiTATioiir Act (XV or 1877), secs. 5 ajjd 7 •*. 4 .. 589 

— — Hmd'U Wills Act (XEI ^1870), secs. 2 and h— Indian Sticcession Act (X 
of 1 865), sec* 187 — Administrator- Geno^aVs Act (iJ cf 1 874), sec. 36— Will wad§ 
in Bomhag—Propertg worth less than 1,000 — Prehate — Administrator^ 

GemraVs certificate. .. . . . 

i See Hixbtj Wills Act (XXl o? 1870), secs. 2 and 3 ... ' ... 506 


Prohate and Administration Act (V of 1881), see* Sl^Ihdian Successipn ' 

Act (X gf 1865), sec. 2bO-^PMate---OaMatof--Int&esi possessed: ' hf th 

'■CmeMor. ' '■ ' ■ ■ . / • " ■ ; 


Se ^ Bbobate and Adkinistbation Act 


... 459 


. IIP XETlTIObf — Pefitipner aicrefitor for mount mt immediatelg 
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deMtioii of debt” ill section 130 of the Indian Companies Act (YI of 1S82) 
is quite distinct from the meaning of the word creditor.” A creditor is a 
person to -whom money is owed by the Company. Whether ho can, claim imme- 
diate iiayment of that debt or his right to demand payment is deferred by his 
agreement with the Company to a f atnro time, lie still remains a creditor. 


If the petitioners can satisfy the Court that the Company on a general perusal 
of its balance sheet cannot pay its debts, in other words that its assets are not 
sufEoieiit to satisfy its liabilities, that will enable the Court' to order its wind- 
ing up. 

: ^ If an arrangement can be arrived at between the Company and its creditors, 

it would be desirable that an attempt should be made to give effect to that 
■ ^ . arrangement, Bat any scheme or proposal by the Company 

to keep itself afloat cannot be discussed with any chance of success unless the 
; , : winding up order is made. It is only after the winding up order is made that 
. a threer-fourth majority of the creditors is able to bind the- minority. Otherwise 
^ come in and upset any arrangement which has appeared 

' satisfactory to the rest of his co-emditorg. : 

... H,:, , K a!UB MATTER OF InIUAM OomPAKIES ACT, Ilf THE MATTER OF THE 

\ , Bombay Cotton MANUFACTUiiiNG Comtany and in the matter of 

BAmAL Kassoxdas ... ... (1900) 34 Bom, 533. 

: WITNESS CONTRADICTINa HIMSELP-~~an/ni? 2 .a^ Froceclure Code {Act Vof 
1898), sees. 162, 288 — Andian JBcidence Act (/ of 1872), sees. 21, 157 — JEvklence 
— Admissihilit'^ of evidence — Statements made hij %mtness to FoUce and JFanch — • 
Statements made the witness as aenmd iefove O mmitting Marjlsirate-- 
Witness deposing, to different sto-ry hefore Sessions Court--- Gmv'oh'omtion of 
the deposition hefore the Committing Magistrate hy statements made hefore the 
ToUce and the Fanch— Investigating^ Folice Deposition of as to states- 

ments made hy witnesses to him--Exa)nination4n'cddef---ffr^^ and 
■ procediire* 

Evidence Act (I of 1872), sscs. 21, 157 ••*,599 


WOBDS AND PHBASES:— 

^ Agriehltiuist /’ definition of. 

■ : r . . , ' See Dekkhan AaEicuLTURisTs’ PwELiEF Act . 






jSee Winding up Petition 
» in the meaning of. 


AoBicULTtjRisTs' Belief Act 


directly undcP,” meaning of. 



... 65 
... '533 

... 633 

■ -V; 

... 158 
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WORDS 'AND BHEASES — continued* 

Series of acts or O’ansactions#’* 

Ciyil Fbocedtje® Code 
Taliikdari Estate.^’ / ■ 

Talukdaes* (GirjiEATH) Act ... 
‘‘ Talnkdar’s Estafci” 

Tatotdaks’ (Gujabath) Act ... 
Talukdari Settlement Officer 
. " See Gujarat Tauckdaes' Act 


ionSon % adulterous 

cannot lj€ legiiimised^Makomedan law^ 

ASVe Mahombdan Law"'.., . 
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